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Foot for mayor 



Campaigning in Hackney 


P aul Foot’s selection as Socialist 
Alliance candidate for mayor of 
Hackney has put the wind up 
New Labour. Millbank are worried that 
the October 17 election will produce a 
result far worse than the election of a 
monkey in Hartlepool or ‘Robocop’ Ray 
Mallon in Middlesbrough - the election 
of a revolutionary socialist in London. 

So fearful are they that ex-minister Mo 
Mowlam, recently moved to Hackney, 
was approached by the Labour machine 
and pressurised to stand. This was all 
done without the knowledge of the local 
party, who had already selected Jules 
Pipe, leader of the council. However, 
Mowlam refused to bend to the pressure 
and Pipe remains Labour candidate. 
According to The Independent , “The 
former secretary of state for Northern Ire¬ 
land, who believes that her ministerial 
career was ended by the party’s spin 
machine, had little hesitation in declining” 
(August 30). 

But a snub from Millbank is the least 
of Jules Pipe’s problems. He is a hardly a 
popular person in Hackney - at least not 
among those who have been on the re¬ 
ceiving end of his policies in the last few 
years. A reliable toadying Blairite, he has 
presided over the slashing of services 
and the sell-off of council property to fat 
cat entrepreneurs. He is seen as a hatchet 
man for New Labour. His unpopularity 
is reflected in the local party, where he 
only narrowly won the nomination 
against opposition from a significant left- 
wing minority. 

The New Labour machine is right to 
be uneasy. As The Independent com¬ 
ments, “The widespread and growing 
antipathy to the council and the maver¬ 
ick voting pattern established so far in 
the mayoral elections may mean ... that 
Mr Foot will do much better than could 
be expected as a candidate outside the 
mainstream”. What is more, comrade 
Foot stands in stark and utter contrast 
to Pipe. He is respected as a fighter and 
an outspoken critic of New Labour and 
its fawning before big business and the 
ethos of greed. 

Of course we have our criticisms - com¬ 
rade Foot is a loyal member of the Social¬ 
ist Workers Party - although reportedly 
on its right wing. That means, when it 
comes to issues such as September 11, 
Palestine, Ireland and Iraq, he always 
writes within the narrow strictures of 
SWP orthodoxy - economistic and soft 
on reactionary anti-capitalisms. Never¬ 
theless he is a tireless campaigner. Indeed 
his exposure of official foul play, corrup¬ 
tion and double-talk is legendary - not 
least as a regular Guardian columnist 
and contributor to Private Eye. 

The SA national executive has de¬ 
cided to prioritise the campaign and na¬ 
tional secretary Rob Hoveman is closely 


involved. Hackney achieved some of the 
best results across the country in the 
recent local elections and comrade Foot 
himself won over 20% of the vote. There 
is something substantial to be built on. 
And a high-profile and successful cam¬ 
paign could revitalise the whole SA 
project - something which is badly 
needed. Crucially this election provides 
a platform to take on the government, 
particularly important now in the run-up 
to the threatened war on Iraq. 

Quite rightly therefore, comrades have 
decided that opposition to the war will 
be one of our main priorities. Paul Foot 
has committed himself to be “a mayoral 
candidate totally opposed to the war and 
constantly prepared to say so”. Public 
meetings are planned on the question 
and there will be a large Hackney contin¬ 
gent on the September 28 national dem¬ 
onstration. A number of ideas for action 
have been discussed, including holding 
a public ballot on the war during the elec¬ 
tion campaign. With the government’s 
own divisions reflecting both Blair’s de¬ 
termination to stay as close to the US 


administration as possible and the oppo¬ 
sition of much of the population, the 
conditions are ripe for a deep split to open 
up in the labour movment and the Labour 
Party. Blair is vulnerable. He is now be¬ 
ing forced to produce a ‘dossier of evi¬ 
dence’ on why Iraq should be attacked - 
it will be half old hat and half lies. In such 
an environment the anti-war movement 
and the Socialist Alliance must seize the 
opportunity. Paul Foot could potentially 
become a national figure championing 
opposition to the war. 

Another key slogan in the campaign 
is the call to defend asylum-seekers and 
economic refugees. Comrade Foot says: 
“As mayor, I would campaign to stop 
deportations of people who had fled per¬ 
secution, and oppose the detention of 
people not accused of any crime. I would 
demand that Hackney’s social services 
and housing departments give asylum- 
seekers the benefits they are entitled to 
and are not dispersed across the coun¬ 
try against their will.” 

It is excellent that our campaign has 
taken a bold stance on these big national 


and international questions and not con¬ 
fined itself simply to local issues (there 
are enough of them in Hackney). Unfor¬ 
tunately the same cannot be said of the 
issue of dmgs. We have agreed to cam¬ 
paign for the legalisation of cannabis - 
bound to be a ‘vote-winner’, it is said. But 
the suggestion that this must be linked 
to the call for the decriminalisation of all 
dmgs (in accordance with People before 
profit , the SA’s programmatic document) 
has not been accepted. 

At recent policy meetings the discus¬ 
sion has continued on how this question 
should be approached but appears not 
yet to have been resolved. CPGB repre¬ 
sentatives were adamant that it would be 
opportunist for us not to include this slo¬ 
gan as part of our campaign. There seems 
to be support for this position from some 
independents and SWP members. We 


need to actively fight against the 
criminalisation of drug-users, not shelve 
the issue because of the current moral 
panic about crack cocaine and heroin. We 
cannot raise the issue of the legalisation 
of cannabis and not expect people to ask 
our view on other drugs. Should we 
mumble and walk away or highlight our 
principled position? The answer is obvi¬ 
ous. 

The fight for votes should not lead to 
the dumping of policies seen to be un¬ 
popular. We need a consistent approach 
on these questions. If not, we will end 
up as the kind of ‘electoralists’ that the 
SWP used to condemn - before it cor¬ 
rectly decided to use the electoral tactic. 

I am happy to report that red will be 
the colour of our campaign. A proposal 
by national chair Liz Davies, with the ini¬ 
tial backing of some SWP members, to 
dilute red with green and purple - on ro¬ 
settes leaflets, etc - was defeated at a re¬ 
cent meeting. Comrade Davies's proposal 
was vigorously opposed on political 
grounds by myself. When it came to the 
discussion at the meeting, however, the 
SWP (obviously having caucused be¬ 
forehand) side-stepped the issue and 
proposed that we do not have rosettes 
at all rather than argue about the colours! 
Diplomatic but pathetic. Our flag - and 
rosettes - stays red. 

Finally let me stress once again the 
importance of making the Hackney may- 
oral contest a national campaign - Lon¬ 
don Socialist Alliance comrades in 
particular should help with raising fi¬ 
nances, campaigning and building sup¬ 
port. For all the reasons set out above, it 
is not beyond the realms of possibility 
for us to make a real breakthrough on 
October 17. That would be a massive 
step forward for the Socialist Alliance. 
But, victory aside, the impact our cam¬ 
paign will have in terms of the anti-war 
movement could be considerable. 

The first election leaflets are being 
handed out this week at schools across 
the borough. Meetings have begun to 
take place and an election newspaper is 
in the pipeline. Paul Foot has been out 
and about pledging his support to cam¬ 
paigns formed to resist cuts spear¬ 
headed by Jules Pipe - who is currently 
on holiday. Last weekend comrade Foot 
visited St Johns nursery, which was oc¬ 
cupied by parents opposed to its closure. 

All SA members - especially in Lon¬ 
don - who possibly can should come to 
Hackney to help with the campaign - we 
must make the most of this opportunity • 
Anne Me Shane 


For details of how to get involved phone 020 8525 6616, email 
info@hackneysa.net or visit the campaign website at 
www.foot4mayor.org 
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LETTERS 


Letters may have been 
shortened because of space. 
Some names may have been 
changed 


Intermediate 

I’m surprised that Phil Hearse has learned 
so little from so many years of more-or- 
less opposition within the United Secre¬ 
tariat of the Fourth International and a 
briefer tour with the Committee for a 
Workers’ International (‘Resistance and 
class independence’ Weekly Worker 
August 29). 

The project of ‘intermediate parties’ is 
no more than a warmed-over version of 
the intermediate class struggle ‘replace¬ 
ment leadership' concept developed by 
the Trotskyists in tire 50s and repeatedly 
attempted (ending on each occasion with 
ultimate failure) by the USFI groups, the 
Argentinian Morenistas, Healy ... and so 
on. Of course, this was itself no more 
than a repeat of the underlying ideas of 
the ‘London Bureau’ of left socialist par¬ 
ties in the 1930s. Phil himself not long ago 
wrote a polemic on the failure of the Span- 
ish expression of this policy for the 
CWI’s press. 

But why does it fail? The answer is 
because it actually opposes the need of 
the working class for unity in action, 
alongside the most open and accurate 
debate of different views possible. By 
declining to fight openly for their own 
politics (whatever they are) the Trots 
practising the ‘replacement leadership’ 
approach (or ‘building new intermediate 
parties’) short-change the militants they 
work with. They promote the old Stalin¬ 
ist idea that unity in action depends on 
unity of ideas and suppression of criti¬ 
cism. In fact, they’re telling lies (suppress¬ 
ing the truth) about their own politics to 
the workers’ vanguard. 

This is not a case against uniting in 
action in ‘intermediate parties’ or move¬ 
ments. It is a case against self-censoring 
your ideas to avoid frightening off po¬ 
tential allies. Paradoxically, this invariably 
ends in a ‘frontism’ no less severe than 
the SWP’s. 

Of course, Phil and the group he sup¬ 
ports may now actually believe the per¬ 
spective of left reforms held out by some 
of the leaders of some of the intermedi¬ 
ate groups, as against their left critics. But 
the militants their press addresses ought 
to be told one way or another. 

Mike Macnair 
email 

Bogged down 

I don’t think we should get bogged 
down in who said what at what meeting. 
Things can be said in the heat of the 
moment or confused or badly formulated 
(I would put the remark, attributed to the 
AWL member, ‘Zionism means support¬ 
ing the right of Israel to exist, therefore 
we’re Zionists’, into that category). 
There is a more substantial question: has 
the Socialist Workers Party crossed a 
line, into anti-semitism? 

I would argue they have. And cite, not 
a Hackney SA meeting, but the massive 
pro-Palestinian demonstration earlier this 
year. I was selling Solidarity at the be¬ 
ginning and end of the demo, and it made 
my blood run cold. I don’t think the jiliadi 
anti-semites chanting “Death to the 
jews” were numerically dominant on that 
demo, but they gave it their political col¬ 
oration. Jewish socialists and peace ac¬ 
tivists experienced it as anti-semitic. 
Jewish speakers were shouted down. I 
saw placards proclaiming, “Holocaust? 
What holocaust? Palestine is the holo¬ 
caust" and Star of David = Nazi swastika 
symbols. You may argue that what was 
being symbolised was the Israeli state, 
but for the overwhelming majority of 
jews (and non-jews) they clearly stand 
as a symbol of their jewishness. 

I believe that the majority of people on 
that demo, both white leftists and peo¬ 
ple from muslim communities, were there 
in solidarity with the Palestinians and to 


show their opposition to the actions of 
the Israeli state, but it was the jihadis who 
stamped their character on it. They are 
our class enemies but they operate in 
parallel to us. Their cadres attempt to lead 
and give definition to an inchoate move¬ 
ment: they seek to hegemonise the 
masses. 

What is the attitude of Marxists to 
these enemies? At the very least, I would 
hope, to hold themselves distinct, to 
denounce the overt anti-semitism, to say 
it is unacceptable. The SWP merged with 
it. They consciously argued for slogans 
that blurred political distinctions between 
those who want to drive out the jews and 
those who, democratically, want a Pales¬ 
tinian state. They failed at any point to 
raise any objection to overt anti-semit¬ 
ism, even when it was pointed out to 
them. 

This would possibly be just a regret¬ 
table incident in the past, were it not for 
the fact that they’re planning to do it 
again. The SWP have hailed the partici¬ 
pation in the September 28 anti-war demo 
of the Muslim Association of Britain, 
who are linked to the jihadis. who pro¬ 
vided the implicitly anti-semitic placards 
on the last demo. They are clearly unwill¬ 
ing to separate themselves politically 
from these elements. If silence is taken 
as consent, how much more so this en¬ 
thusiastic embrace? 

There has been a call for an anti-capi¬ 
talist bloc on this demonstration, against 
the jihadis. There are moves to organise 
a women’s anti-fundamentalism contin¬ 
gent. These may come together. What¬ 
ever, it is important that socialists stand 
clearly opposed to anti-semitism and 
jihadi fundamentalism. If the SWP want 
to join their banners to our class enemies, 
they should do so alone. 

Gerry Byrne 
email 

Zionism 

Comrade Donovan accuses me of “des¬ 
peration”, “sleight-of-hand polemic”, a 
“dishonest debater’s trick unworthy of 
a Marxist”, being "incapable of compre¬ 
hending basic class arguments”, and 
much else besides (‘A spoonful of tar’ 
Weekly Worker August 29). Indeed, he 
finds it “pitiful” to have to respond to my 
“abject nonsense” at all. 

It is true I underestimated the extent of 
the disagreement between us, or perhaps 
I should say overestimated the extent to 
which die CPGB had emancipated itself 
from the mire of leftwing public opinion. 
Comrade Donovan, and some of your 
letter-writers, berate me for assuming 
what I should have proved. I plead guilty 
to that: I thought we understood each 
odier better. Apparently not. 

Indeed, diere is much of comrade Do¬ 
novan’s response which makes me won¬ 
der if this is a worthwhile exchange. What 
are we to make of a polemic which spends 
several paragraphs attacking someone 
called ‘Vic’ who wrote a letter to Solidar¬ 
ity' ? Or which responds to my comment 
- that I couldn’t care less whether my 
criticisms of the SWP were from the left 
or right - like this: “That is, he is indiffer¬ 
ent as to whether [his criticisms] come 
from a standpoint of consistent democ¬ 
racy and revolutionary socialism, or 
whether they come from a position of 
reconciliation with the status quo of rac¬ 
ist oppression of the Palestinians”? Oh, 
absolutely, Ian, I’m indifferent to that. So 
this time I won’t assume Ian or anyone 
else in the CPGB understands what I’m 
talking about. 

Most jews in the world identify them¬ 
selves as Zionists at some level. They 
mean different things by it, and Zion¬ 
ism has meant different things histori¬ 
cally. Some people don’t mean much 
more than that they think Israel has a 
right to exist (and when members of the 
Alliance for Workers’ Liberty have 
called themselves ‘Zionists’ they have 
meant it in this loose, un-ideological 
sense). Some, of course, mean they 


support everything Israel does, identify 
with the West Bank settlers, want to 
drive the Palestinians into Jordan, or 
whatever. But there are many jews, in 
Israel and out of it, who would consider 
themselves Zionists but oppose the 
oppression of the Palestinians. 

Much of the left, on the other hand, 
sees ‘Zionism’ as something close to 
fascism, something it is a point of hon¬ 
our to stick ‘anti’ in front of. This makes 
much of the left, in practice, comprehen¬ 
sively hostile to most jews. It means, for 
example, that jews are required to declare 
their credentials on ‘Zionism’ first, before 
anything else can be discussed, and if 
they declare themselves Zionist are con¬ 
sidered beyond the pale. 

Comrade Donovan writes: “The stu¬ 
pidity of comrade Bradley’s rhetorical 
question is exposed. The point about 
whether or not a Zionist ‘deserves’ to be 
the victim of anti-semitism is a pathetic 
and scandalous red herring - unworthy 
of a socialist... Zionism involves a form 
of bigotry against Arabs and muslims, 
and therefore a Zionist cannot ‘oppose 
anti-semitism’ in any meaningful way - 
on the contrary his or her bigotry can 
only provoke it.” 

Eh? Zionism does not necessarily ‘in¬ 
volve’ “bigotry against Arabs and 
muslims”. This is to confuse the struc¬ 
tures of the Israeli state with the ideol¬ 
ogy of Zionism - which, in and of itself, is 
not any more bigoted than any other 
nationalism, and historically has tenden¬ 
cies within it which were considerably 
less so. Perhaps Ian is thinking of those 
Zionists who fought with the Bolsheviks 
in the Russian civil war, or those Zion¬ 
ists who advocated a binational state in 
the 1940s...? 

So I’m sorry, I’ll return to my scandal¬ 
ous red herring. Would the CPGB unite 
with Zionists in a campaign against anti- 
semitic attacks by fascists? I imagine they 
would. Would you demand of them first 
that they state their position on the ac¬ 
tions of the Israeli government? I imag¬ 
ine you would not. Yet the idea - my 
original point - that socialists can only 
oppose anti-semitism on the basis of 
anti-Zionism is in sharp contradiction to 
both these hypotheticals. Or am I assum¬ 
ing too much again? Does Ian think a 
campaign against anti-semitic attacks 
which unites with Zionists would be 
somehow compromising with bigots? 
That, by the way, is not a rhetorical ques¬ 
tion. 

I am an internationalist Marxist, there¬ 
fore not a Zionist, and opposed to Zion¬ 
ism as I am opposed to any nationalism. 
I am, of course, opposed to the actions 
of the Israeli government, the oppression 
of the Palestinians, racist laws, etc. I think, 
though, a Marxist understanding of Zi¬ 
onism should attempt to grasp the lived 
historical experience which made most 
jews Zionists after 1945. 

Why was it, for instance, that many 
jewish socialists either ‘converted’ to Zi¬ 
onism, or were at least not particularly 
hostile? Obviously, because of the imme¬ 
diate experience. The echoes of this still 
explain, partly, why so many jews are 
Zionists. A policy which is deeply hos¬ 
tile to most jews - except of course those 
who declare their ‘anti-Zionism’ creden¬ 
tials, or until and unless they declare 
themselves for the destruction of Israel - 
I would call anti-semitic. I don’t know 
what else to call this, and I think it is un¬ 
acceptable. 

And this is what I really don’t under¬ 
stand about comrade Donovan’s posi¬ 
tion. The hostility I describe to most jews 
is predicated on the advocacy of Israel’s 
destruction (it’s a hostility which trans¬ 
forms into warm delight if this advocacy 
is embraced). The CPGB does not advo¬ 
cate Israel’s destruction. If you really, in 
arguing your two-state position, have 
never encountered the attitudes I am re¬ 
ferring to - if you really think the identifi¬ 
cation of such attitudes is "slander” - it’s 
hard to know what to say. Maybe we’ve 
just had more arguments about this with 


the rest of the left than you have. 

Clive Bradley 

AWL 

Right of return 

You seem to be confused as to the mean¬ 
ing of ‘right of return’ and ‘free move¬ 
ment of people’ (‘Controversy and 
clarification' Weekly Worker August 22). 

The AWL’s position on the Palestin¬ 
ian right of return is not an exception to 
the principle of free movement of people: 
it is the upholding of that principle. Ar¬ 
guing that one group of people have 
some kind of divine right to a land runs 
contrary to said principle. 

We must fight to build a situation in 
Israel-Palestine with two states and open 
borders; states between which the 
movement of people will be truly free. 
Daniel Randall 
email 

Anti-Kosovan left 

Paul Flewers is wrong to use the word 
‘discrimination’ to describe what hap¬ 
pened to the Kosovan Albanians dur¬ 
ing the war at the hands of Serbian 
paramilitaries (Letters, August 29). 

This concept was more appropriate to 
the 10 years preceding the war, when 
there was discrimination - above all in 
education. Rape camps, concentration 
camps, mass murder of Kosovan Alba¬ 
nian men and deportation of women and 
children out of Kosova surely goes be¬ 
yond discrimination. It was genocide. 
The left here did not deny these tilings 
took place or accuse the media of fabri¬ 
cation. What sections of the left tended 
to do, to their eternal shame, was 
downplay these events and ignore the 
Kosovan Albanians when it came to 
campaign work because it didn’t fit into 
their dogmatic, campist view of the world. 

The Kosovan Albanians were, after all, 
in the camp of US imperialism and there¬ 
fore unmentionables not deserving of 
any kind of solidarity. 

The SWP has seriously lost its politi¬ 
cal bearings on international issues. It’s 
important for socialists to be film in ar¬ 
guing for independent working class 
politics against a campist world view. 
Peter Burton 
Edinburgh 

Not separate 

I feel compelled to comment upon a re¬ 
mark made by comrade John Bridge at 
this year’s Communist University. 

The debate centred around the pros¬ 
pects for a joining of forces between the 
Weekly Worker and Solidarity to pro¬ 
duce an unofficial SA paper. During this 
debate one comrade mentioned that she 
saw little value in such a proposal, as the 
result would be a paper in which the 
CPGB and AWL engaged in a series of 
‘battle it out amongst yourselves’-type 
arguments. Comrade Bridge responded 
that this analysis is indicative of a ten¬ 
dency to see the working class as sepa¬ 
rate from the revolutionary party. 

Having been unable to stay for the 
whole week, I do not know if these argu¬ 
ments were developed further. However, 
I think that comrade Bridge’s statement 
goes right to the heart of the matter. This 
tendency to view the class as something 
else - not interested in debates about 
strategy and tactics - is an approach to 
class politics that is adopted by most of 
the revolutionary left and underlies many 
of its fundamental weaknesses. Just look 
at the patronising ideas that pass for a 
critical analysis of class society in most 
of today’s leftwing papers. 

Furthermore, over the last two years I 
have been increasingly drawn to the 
ideas of the CPGB as a worker. This 
doesn’t mean that there are millions of 
workers behind me who feel equally as 
drawn, but that’s not the issue. Rather 
the issues are which analysis most ap¬ 
propriately fits this period and how we 


collectively take these arguments further. 

Ethan Grech 

email 

Own up 

Gossip sheet? Introverted? Sinister con¬ 
nections? (‘Gossip sheet or new IskraT 
- Weekly Worker August 29). Well, I don’t 
know about the latter. I have no evidence 
of that and I don’t go in for making un¬ 
substantiated charges. But die ‘Weakly 
Wanker’ is definitely guilty of the former 
two charges. And, of course, there will 
always be a market for left gossip and 
scandal among the socialist chattering 
classes, won’t there? 

Come on, own up - when was the last 
time you reported a real working class 
struggle or discussed a way to win one? 
When was the last time you led a real 
workers’ struggle? You may have done 
so, but I do not recall ever seeing such a 
report or article in your paper. 

Perhaps you should get out and about 
a bit. You know, drag yourselves out of 
your editorial offices, pubs and meeting 
halls. Instead of spending all your time 
sneering at other people’s efforts and 
bitching about the rest of the left, why 
not risk getting your hands dirty in the 
class struggle a bit? You are sitting in the 
middle of an ocean of appalling London 
Macjob superexploitation. You and I 
both know that it is an outrage. 

If the Weekly Worker really wanted to 
prove that it was not just a left scandal 
sheet, and wanted to make a name for 
itself as genuine communist paper, it 
would be devoting at least some of its 
space to reporting on its efforts to begin 
a fight to unionise a whole generation 
who have no idea what a union is . 
Unreconstructed Trot 
email 

Diverse view 

Serious revolutionaries read the Weekly 
Worker for much the same reason as they 
might read Socialist Worker or any of the 
mainstream newspapers: to gather di¬ 
verse views on various subjects. 

No “serious revolutionary” would 
consider joining the CPGB or any other 
reformist party connected with the So¬ 
cialist Alliance. What has parliament to 
do with revolutionary politics? 

Dave Charles 
email 

Sad losers 

Having read your article on ANAL/SWP 
and their pathetic attempt to ‘Stop the 
nazi Red, White and Blue festival’, I have 
to conclude that the whole lot of you are 
sad losers. That the BNP event not only 
went ahead as planned, but was also a 
great success, shows that the ANALists 
are banging their empty heads against a 
brick wall. 

If you are honest with yourselves, you 
will agree with me that the vast, vast 
majority of Britons do not want any more 
immigration, legal or illegal. Heads bur¬ 
ied in the sand, the CPGB, ANAL/SWP, 
and all your fellow travellers, blithely ig¬ 
nore public opinion, and campaign for 
unlimited ‘further immigration’. As you 
will see in next May’s elections, the BNP 
vote will always far exceed anything the 
non-existent CPGB or our fruitcake 
friends of the SA will obtain. 

One final comment: the BNP is not, 
never has been, ‘fascist’, ‘nazi’ or any 
other ludicrous label the extreme left has 
failed to pin on us. Rather, the clear rea¬ 
son you and your fellow extremists have 
failed so miserably in importing your 
communist terror to Britain is the 100 
million victims of the red tenor through¬ 
out the 20th century. From the most evil 
man in history, Stalin, to Pol Pot, people 
know they would be next if you and the 
communist killers ever gained power. 
Tomonow belongs to us. 

Jason Blunt 
Hull 
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ANL CARNIVAL 



Good music, weak politics 


The ‘Love music, hate racism’ festival 
finally went ahead in south Manches¬ 
ter last Sunday after the Anti-Nazi 
League was told by Burnley council 
that there was no way it could take 
place on its property. Frightened of 
prospective clashes between the BNP 
and the ANL, the council had forced 
the organisers to go elsewhere. 

In one sense the event was a great 
success. The music was excellent 
and the weather helped to draw a lot 
of young people from across the city 
and beyond. The organisers estimate 
that 30,000 attended. Some of the lo¬ 
cal Manchester rap and rhythm and 
blues acts were superb and there 
was very little of the usual dema¬ 
goguery and witlessness from stage 
speakers. 

At the same time, the political im¬ 
pact of the occasion was marginal. The 
demonstration was loud but small and 
there were no other groups present 
aside from the SWP, CPGB comrades, 
and one Morning Star seller. There 


were a handful of stalls - Palestine 
solidarity, No Sweat and the CND were 
represented, while the Socialist Alli¬ 
ance stall was doing particularly well. 
For our part we sold 50 copies of the 
Weekly Worker. 

Although we had plenty of debates 


with individual activists, there was lit¬ 
tle sense to be got from some of the 
youthful and exuberant Socialist 
Worker sellers. Future events will 
need more input from the Socialist Al¬ 
liance - a paper would help* 

Martyn Hudson 
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N4 3EN 

Politico’s 8 Artillery Row, SW1P 1RZ 

■ Bristol 

Greenleaf 82 Colston Street, BS1 5BB 

■ Cardiff 

Rebecca Books 131 Crwys Road, CF2 4NH 

■ Edinburgh 


Word Power 43 West Nicolson Street, EH8 

■ Glasgow 

Barrett Newsagents 263 Byres Road 

■ Hull 

Page One Books 9 Princes Avenue 

■ Leicester 

Little Thorn 73 Humberstone Gate, LEI 
1WB 

■ Liverpool 

News from Nowhere 98 Bold Street, LI 
4HY 

■ Manchester 

The Bookshop 441 Wilmslow Road, 
Withington, M4 4AN 

■ Northampton 

Blackcurrent Books 4 Allen Road, NN14NE 

■ Southampton 

October Books 4 Onslow Road, S02 0JB 


Fighting fund 


Freeloading 

This column is dedicated to those who could be reading this 
from just about anywhere in the world. Last week there were 
6,083 individual sessions logging onto our website from places 
as diverse as Ecuador and Epping. 

Of course, the web is an increasingly vital resource in the 
battle for ideas that we are engaged in. And the number of peo¬ 
ple attracted to our site proves that. Web-readers not only have 
access to the current edition of our paper but to our archives 
and links to the rest of the left. 

All of this comes free of charge (excepting the cost of con¬ 
nection, of course) and so it is hardly churlish of us to make an 
appeal to the generosity of comrades reading us on the web. 
Just think, a pound for every session would dramatically swell 
our coffers. Maybe that is a little unrealistic but come on, com¬ 
rades, how about putting your money where your mouse is and 
sending in a donation? Better still, take out a standing order. 

Thanks to last-minute donations from comrades EG (£50), 
MM (£30), TP (£25) and DJC (£10) we surpassed our £450 
monthly target in August by £8. We start September £65 to the 
good • 

Robbie Rix 

Ask for a bankers order form, or send cheques, payable to 
Weekly Worker 


cpgb london forum 

SCARGILL 

& SCARGILLISM 


DAVE DOUGLASS, last elected NUM branch secretary at 
Hatfield Main pit, looks back at the reign of Arthur Scargill, 
who has recently retired as union president. What can 
communists learn from the failed SLP experience? How 
does Scargill leadership of the NUM inform our struggle in 



ACTION 


CPGB London seminars 

Sunday September 8, 5pm - ‘Formal democracy and the west’, 
using Ellen Meiksins Wood’s Democracy against capitalism 
as a study guide. 

Sunday September 15, 5pm - special seminar (see below). 

SA national council 

Saturday September 7,12 noon - 5pm, council chamber, Birming¬ 
ham town hall. One voting delegate per local SA with pooled 
fare. Observers welcome. 

Euro debate 

For Yorkshire and Humberside SA comrades, Sunday Septem¬ 
ber 8, 2pm-5pm. Organised by Leeds Socialist Alliance. Email 
matthewcaygill@aol.com for further details, including location 
and map. 

Political fund 

Conference called by Unison to debate the review of the politi¬ 
cal fund agreed by annual conference 2001. Saturday Septem¬ 
ber 14, 1pm (registration from 12 noon). University of 
Northumbria, Ellison Place, Newcastle. 07801 743444. 

Globalisation, imperialism and war 

Socialist Alliance public meeting, Thursday September 19, 
7.30pm, Conway Hall, Red Lion Square, London (nearest tube 

- Holbom). Waged £4, unwaged £2. 

Speakers include Paul Foot, Mark Serwotka and Liz Davies. 

Marxism and religion 

Debate - Friday September 20, 8pm, All Hallows church, 24 
Regent Terrace, Hyde Park, Leeds. Speakers: Ken Leech, An¬ 
glican priest and East End community theologian, author of Tlie 
eye of the storin', Mike Marqusee, Socialist Alliance activist, 
author of Redemption song; Sean Matgamna, editor Workers’ 
Liberty. 

For more details contact Ray Gaston - 0113 242 2205; 
ray@allhallowsleeds.org.uk. Supported by Leeds Socialist Al¬ 
liance. 

Two states 

Public meeting - ‘The way to Middle East peace - Israel/Pales¬ 
tine: the case for two states’. Saturday September 21, 2pm, 
Friends Meeting House, Euston Road (opposite Euston rail and 
tube stations). 

Speakers: Afif Safieh (PLO), Linda Grant (author and journal¬ 
ist), Sean Matgamna (Alliance for Workers' Liberty), Ruth Elraz 
(Committee Against House Demolitions in Jerusalem), plus a 
guest speaker from Iraq on the threat of war. 

Organised by Committee for Two States - 020 7207 4774. 

Don’t attack Iraq 

National demonstration, Saturday September 28, London, end¬ 
ing in Trafalgar Square. On the eve of the Labour Party confer¬ 
ence stop Bush and Blair’s war. 

Organised by Stop the War Coalition. Supported by CND. 

SA euro conference 

Socialist Alliance national conference on Europe, Saturday 
October 12,1 lam. Registration from 10am. South Camden Com¬ 
munity School, Chairington Street, London NW1 (nearest tube 

- Euston). £10 waged, £6 unwaged. Creche available. 

Closing date for motions, emailed to office@socialistalliance.net: 
August 31. 

Marxism and education 

Day seminar: Tuesday October 22, 9.30am-5pm, room 642, 
School of Education Foundations and Policy Studies, Univer¬ 
sity of London, 20 Bedford Way, WC1. 

Sessions on ‘Lifelong learning - the dialectical method’; ‘Neo¬ 
liberal strategies and counter-strategies’; ‘Mentoring: a Marx- 
ist-feminist critique’; ‘Education - postmodernism or Marxism’; 
‘Postmodernism and the dynamics of reproduction’; 
‘Commodification of teacher training’; ‘Making and meaning 
of humanisation’. 

Speakers: Tony Green, Glenn Rikowski, Shahrzad Mojab, Les 
Levidow, Helen Colley, Amir Hassanpour, Elizabeth Atkinson, 
Mike Cole, Rob Willmott, Paula Allman. 

Admission free, but entry tickets required, as places are limited. 
Glenn Rikowski: rikowski@tiscali.co.uk; 020 85141069. 

Artists against the War 

Postcards - 50p each. 

• artistsagainstthewar@hotmail.com; 

• www.artistsagainstthewar.org.uk 

• wwwstopthewar.org 

Party wills 

The CPGB has forms available for you to include the Party and 
the struggle for communism in your will. Write for details. 

RDG 

To contact the Revolutionary Democratic Group email 
rdgl20@hotmail.com 
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SOCIALIST ALLIANCE 


Call for Socialist 
Alliance paper 

An appeal for a regular Socialist 
Alliance newspaper has been launched 
by three leading members, Dave 
Church, Marcus Strom and Martin 
Thomas. To add your name to the 
appeal please email your support to: 
marcus.strom@ntlworld.com 


We, the undersigned, believe that the Socialist Al¬ 
liance must launch a regular, campaigning news¬ 
paper as an urgent priority. This publication should: 

• Fight to build the agreed actions of the Socialist 
Alliance, maintain our public profile between elec¬ 
tions and give news, analysis and practical guidance 
to our activists on the ground. 

• Reflect the diversity of views in our alliance. A So¬ 
cialist Alliance paper must have space for the open 
exchange of ideas, for comradely polemic and the 
presentation of minority views. Wherever possible, 
we should afford the right of reply in our paper. 

• Strike a balance between agitation and propa¬ 
ganda in its pages. Working class readers should 
not be patronised or talked down to. Our paper must 
carry longer theoretical pieces, as well as snappy, 
factual, socialist reportage. 

If the majority of the SA continues to block an of¬ 
ficial publication, the minority should fight for the 
launch of an unofficial paper. 


Additional 

signatories 

Nicola Bent (Lambeth) 
Janine Booth (Hackney) 
John Bridge (Camden) 
Alison Brown (Sheffield) 
James Bull (Teesside) 
Peter Burton (SSP) 
Matthew Caygill (Leeds) 
Jane Clarke (Bedfordshire) 
Steve Cooke (Teesside) 
Lawrie Coombs (Tees¬ 
side) 

Tim Cooper (Nottingham) 

Chris Croome (Teesside) 
James Cunningham 

(South Birmingham) 

Mathew Danaher 

(Southampton) 

Mervyn Davies (Colches¬ 
ter) 

Ian Donovan (Southwark) 

Arthur Downs (former 
mayor, Tower Hamlets) 

Jim Drysdale 
Laura Duval (Bedford¬ 
shire) 

Pete Edwards (Bedford¬ 
shire) 

Mark Ferguson (Bedford¬ 
shire) 

Alf Filer (Brent) 

Janice Fowler (Southwark) 
Steve Freeman (Bedford¬ 
shire) 

Ray Gaston (Leeds 
steering committee) 

Darrell Goodliffe 

(Cambridgeshire) 

Andy Gunton (Lambeth) 
Billy Hodson (Teesside) 
Chris Jones (chair, 
Merseyside) 

Eryk Karas (Bedfordshire) 

Sarah Lawlor (Bedford¬ 
shire) 

Terry Liddle (treasurer, 
Greenwich) 


Ron Lynn (Lambeth) 
Lesley Mahmood 

(executive committee, 
coordinator Merseyside) 
Rob Marsden (Leicester) 

Laurie McCauley (North 
Yorkshire) 

Anne Me Shane (chair. 
Hackney) 

Sam Metcalf (Nottingham) 

Duncan Morrison 

(Lewisham) 

Paul Nicholson (South¬ 
ampton) 

Harry Nugent (Bedford¬ 
shire) 

Dave Osier (Hackney) 
Dave Parks (Exeter) 

Harry Paterson (Notting¬ 
hamshire) 

Mike Perkins (Southamp¬ 
ton) 

Peter Pierce (Greenwich) 
Phil Pope (Southampton) 

Charlie Pottins (Brent) 
Peter Radcliff (Notting¬ 
ham) 

Daniel Randall (Notting¬ 
ham) 

Lee Rock (Waltham Forest) 

Mike Rowley (Oxford) 
Dave Spencer (Coventry) 
Alan Stevens (chair, 
Greenwich) 

Danny Thompson 
(Bedfordshire) 

Steve Turner (Bedford¬ 
shire) 

Mike Wagstaff (Colches¬ 
ter) 

Pete Weller (Lambeth) 
Geoff Wexler (Cambridge¬ 
shire) 

Paul Willoughby (East 
Kent) 

Jay Woolrich (Leicester) 
Patrick Yarker (Norfolk 
and Norwich) 


The fight for an 


Marcus Strom looks back at how the Socialist Alliance has 
developed and points to the immediate task ahead 


T he Socialist Alliance movement - to the 
extent that it is a movement - goes back 
to the mid-1990s, when SAs began to 
appeal' in various parts of England and, im¬ 
portantly, north of the border, where the Scot¬ 
tish Socialist Alliance developed rapidly into 
the Scottish Socialist Party. The Welsh Social¬ 
ist Alliance was created and even in North¬ 
ern Ireland a Socialist and Environmental 
Alliance contested the last general election. 
Outside the UK state the idea has also spread, 
with the formation of the Socialist Alliance of 
Australia, involving a large number of the left 
groups. The Labour Party Pakistan too is 
pursuing the possibility of a Socialist Alliance. 

What is the objective basis for the devel¬ 
opment of the Socialist Alliance movement in 
Britain? On the one hand we have seen the 
defeat of the working class represented by the 
miners’ strike and on the other with the col¬ 
lapse of the Soviet Union the extinguishing, 
on a global level of any idea of an alternative 
society among the mass of the population. 
Alongside the crisis of ‘official communism’ 
there has been a crisis in Labourism and tra¬ 
ditional social democracy. The post-World 
War II social democratic consensus around a 
welfare state of some sort, which included 
even the Tory Party, has given way to increas¬ 
ingly aggressive neoliberal attacks on the 
working class as part of the new world order. 
Against this backdrop an ideological and or¬ 
ganisational political vacuum opened up in 
many parts of the world, including this coun¬ 
ty 

On the face of it, the Socialist Alliance was 
an accident of history. I am sure when Dave 
Nellist was scratching his head wondering 
what to do next after being expelled from the 
Labour Party, he had no idea that his Coven¬ 
try and Warwickshire SA would be the first 
of many, that a national organisation would 
be born, that the Socialist Workers Party 
would be a part of it, but the Socialist Party 
would not. The idea was simply to give what 
was then Militant Labour a pool to swim in 
outside the Labour Party. 

At first the Network of Socialist Alliances 
enjoyed very limited support. Much to the 
annoyance of Militant, we in the CPGB were 
pretty much the only serious organisation 
which wanted to be involved, and we were 
not really the sort of people they were look¬ 
ing for, so they tended to play it pretty much 
with a dead bat. This early period was associ¬ 
ated with crass amateurism, dire localism and 
the dangerous illusion that forces other than 
socialists had to be incorporated - greens, and 
so on. When a certain ‘Swampy’ declared at 
one stage he would be a candidate in the 1997 
general election, some in the NS A were de¬ 
lighted. That is how desperate things were. 

So it is important to retain a sense of pro¬ 
portion if comrades sometimes feel demoral¬ 
ised by the current state of play in the Socialist 
Alliance. If you think things are bad now, think 
back to that period. Think back to The All Red 
and Green, a lovely Gestetner-type job put 
out by Pete McLaren. It was an absolutely 
woeful rag, which was bereft of any working 
class notion of socialism. 

In one sense we can include the Socialist 
Labour Party in the early period of the devel¬ 
opment of the Socialist Alliance movement, 
since the SLP was attempting to fill the same 
political vacuum. As we know, Arthur Scar- 
gill went on to destroy his own progeny, and 
now has an albatross around his neck in the 
ultra-Stalinite shape of Harpal Brar. ScaigiU’s 
name fives as a memory amongst a section of 
militants and he is still a figure who retains 
some popular weight - he cannot be dismissed 
completely - as, for example, Rob Hoveman 
of the SWP appears to do in terms of the euro 
referendum. The mainstream of British soci¬ 


ety likes to ridicule Scargill from time to time, 
but he is still someone regarded with a certain 
fondness by some workers. Nevertheless I do 
not think that his party is going anywhere. 

The Socialist Alliance movement - which 
despite the nationalism of the SSP has reached 
its highest level in Scotland - received a tre¬ 
mendous fillip in England with the SWP’s at 
first hesitant and then full-blown involvement. 
With die SWP’s participation the idea that die 
SA movement would be built purely from the 
bottom up was consigned to the dustbin, 
where it deserves to be. To the extent that the 
Socialist Alliance has been established in Brit¬ 
ish politics, it owes its - extremely marginal and 
tenuous - presence to the centralism, the de¬ 
gree of professionalism and top-down build¬ 
ing we managed to achieve, first for the Greater 
London Assembly elections, and then the 
general election after that. 

Whereas previously we had been ham¬ 
strung by federalism and localism, the involve¬ 
ment of the SWP has at least pointed us in 
the direction we need to go. The CPGB for its 
part was always a partisan of centralism, al¬ 
ways stressed that a new organisation in the 
first instance would have to be built from the 
top down. The initiative for the European So¬ 
cial Forum came from the World Social Forum. 
If it is correct for this broad conglomeration - 
everyone from revolutionaries to Christian 
Aiders - to attempt to construct a movement 
in this way, I do not know why socialists 
should not do so, as our localists insisted. 

I was very glad when the SWP came in and 
helped us replace this red-green mish-mash 
with the red flag of working class unity. The 
SWP helped transform the NSA into a Social¬ 
ist Alliance. But we still are faced with some 
rearguard forces. National chair Liz Davies is 
talking about altering our image - apparently 
workers get very confused if you aim up on 
the doorstep wearing a red rosette, because 
they think you are a Labour Party canvasser. 
She has proposed a red-green-purple rosette 
instead. 

In the 2001 general election die Socialist 
Alliance really began to act for the first time 
as a national force. We stood 92 candidates 
in England and a further six in Wales. We 
agreed a common programme, held regular 
executive meetings and we had a common 
media campaign. We got into the press and 
had a TV and radio broadcast. The general 
election saw the SA operate under the high¬ 
est degree of centralism that we have so far 
managed, and it is no coincidence that this 
campaign was the most successful that we 
have been able to organise. Through that 
process we were able to establish scores of 
Socialist Alliance branches (although many 
of them have since withered on the vine, and 
now exist in name only). 

The recent local elections were in many 
ways a step back from the general election. 
Instead of a nationally coordinated interven¬ 
tion what we experienced was a whole number 
of separate local campaigns. In the circum¬ 
stances I was pleasantly surprised by the 
number of votes we got. True, people had 
three votes in many areas, so they could af¬ 
ford to be generous and give one of them to 
the Socialist Alliance. But I still think we did 
relatively well. Undeniably though, to some 
extent there has been a retreat into amateur¬ 
ism. 

The fact that we now have a national office 
is a great victory. However, comrades will 
perhaps remember that at the time of its es¬ 
tablishment the SA executive agreed that the 
principal (then six, now five) supporting or¬ 
ganisations would contribute equally to fi¬ 
nancing it. Unfortunately that is still not 
happening. The International Socialist Group 
is apparently unable to raise its share either 


from its own coffers of from dieir richer com¬ 
rades across the Channel. Similarly Workers 
Power and the Alliance for Workers’ Liberty 
are either lacking the funds or - more likely, I 
think - the political will to commit equal re¬ 
sources to the running of that office. Only the 
CPGB and SWP have put our money where 
our mouth is. 

This state of affairs is completely unaccept¬ 
able, especially when we look at current po¬ 
litical developments. We now have an elected 
general secretary of a significant union - com¬ 
rade Mark Serwotka of the PCSU - who openly 
identifies with the Socialist Alliance. That is a 
very significant development. The red scare 
that bobbed to the surface over the past year 
has centred on the actual or alleged SA asso¬ 
ciation of certain trade union activists. There 
has been excited talk of the Socialist Alliance 
and others gaining influence and organising 
militant action in the unions. We have said in 
the Weekly Worker before that there exists a 
gap between this claim - if only we were that 
organised - and reality. 

We in the CPGB, as the most pro-party ele¬ 
ment in the Socialist Alliance, regard it as our 
duty to fight for a Socialist Alliance paper as 
absolutely central to the struggle for a Social¬ 
ist Alliance party. I am on the SA national ex¬ 
ecutive, yet I do not know what goes on in 
our branches. I do not know if they are meet¬ 
ing. There is a complete lack of coordination. 
Some of this can perhaps be put down to SWP 
control-freakery, but that is not the main prob¬ 
lem. The problem is that we have not built a 
real knitted movement. In order to do that we 
need a paper. 

There are several historical analogies we 
can cite. After 1916 The Call became known 
as the consistent anti-war paper of the British 
Socialist Party. Yet The Call started out as a 
minority paper which took its stand against 
the pro-war jingoism of Henry Hyndman. The 
BSP subsequently went on to provide the 
main membership base for the Communist 
Party of Great Britain in 1920. There is a les¬ 
son here for the Socialist Alliance: if we are 
forced to establish an unofficial paper, far from 
being ‘disruptive’, it could well lead to the kind 
of official publication we need. 

Such a paper, as well as knitting together 
disparate struggles, would also serve to edu¬ 
cate our own membership. Why should de¬ 
bates in the Socialist Alliance - like the one at 
Communist University between Rob Hove¬ 
man and John Bridge on the euro - be re¬ 
stricted to the Weekly Worker and not a far 
wider readership? The whole of the SA mem¬ 
bership should be privy to these discussions 
that are taking place in isolation up and down 
tlie country rather than just those who hap¬ 
pen to come upon them in the existing left 
press or on the internet. This is an extremely 
haphazard and undemocratic state of affairs 
and it is one of the main reasons why the 
Socialist Alliance is being held back. 

What about the vital discussions on our 
engagement with the Labour Party? The ques¬ 
tion of the trade union fink to Labour is of 
central strategic importance for the develop¬ 
ment of the Socialist Alliance. The recent 
‘After New Labour’ conference demonstrated 
the possibility of the rebirth of a Labour left. 
What must Liz Davies have been thinking 
when John Edmonds in front of all those trade 
union leaders and Socialist Campaign Group 
people said he had come to bury New La¬ 
bour? That must have provoked a few 
droughts in comrade Davies’s head about her 
decision to leave Labour for the Socialist Al¬ 
liance. Faced with the possible rebirth of the 
Labour left, why would the left in the union 
movement or Labour Party find the Socialist 
Alliance attractive? The idea that the Labour 
left could never revive was a fantasy. Yet with- 





SA paper Boycotts and 

abstentions 


out a vibrant paper of the Socialist Alliance 
we will be unable to engage with the crisis of 
Labourism or its left wing. 

Let us take another example from the his¬ 
tory of the Communist Party. In the 1920s, the 
CPGB, through the National Left Wing Move¬ 
ment and its paper The Sunday Worker, was 
able to make great gains in terms of its dia¬ 
logue with the Labour left. Circulation reached 
100.000. This was a real united front between 
communists and the Labour left, which hugely 
extended the influence of communist ideas. 
That is the sort of example we need to emu¬ 
late. 

At present, the SWP is running the Social¬ 
ist Alliance as a safe home for disillusioned 
reformists, with disillusioned reformist politics, 
and yet no dialogue exists with the Labour left. 
The SWP wants people coming over from 
Labour to remain Labourite - except, of 
course, those who it believes it can cherry- 
pick for the SWP. Before it declares its revolu¬ 
tionary colours within the Socialist Alliance, 
it is waiting for a reformist majority. So the SWP 
is not able to reflect the truth of what the alli¬ 
ance actually is - the coming together of the 
left groups. 

At the December 2001 conference of the 


work. That is not happening in the Socialist 
Alliance. 

The CPGB has said that, if the AWL and 
ourselves were to launch a joint paper, we 
would close down the Weekly Worker. We 
have proposed that the politics of the new 
paper should be based on People before 
profit, the document agreed at the time of the 
SA’s general election intervention. There is a 
degree of commonality between our two ten¬ 
dencies on the question of revolutionary de¬ 
mocracy and a number of other issues that 
would allow us to enrich People before profit 
in a very positive direction and defend it from 
any rightwing inroads made by the SWP or 
anyone else. Such a paper would be used to 
recruit to the Socialist Alliance, but in the longer 
term the aim would be for it to become an of¬ 
ficial paper, just as The Call became the offi¬ 
cial paper of the B SP. We would aim to become 
the majority on the basis of dynamic move¬ 
ment and an all-Britain paper. 

There have been some fears expressed 
within our own organisation that the offer to 
close down our own paper is a liquidationist 
move on the part of the CPGB leadership. But 
the Weekly Worker would only cease publi¬ 
cation on the basis that our views and our 


Is the idea of a 
Socialist 
Alliance paper 
dead and, if 
so, is the 
Socialist 


T he forthcoming euro referendum was the 
subject of a lively discussion at the Au¬ 
gust meeting of Pendle Socialist Alliance. 

Although this north-east Lancashire bor¬ 
ough must have one of England’s smallest SA 
branches, what is lacking in numbers is more 
than compensated for in terms of enthusiasm. 
This was evidenced by the attendance of 10 
members for the three-cornered debate, in 
which a local comrade argued the ‘yes’ posi¬ 
tion, whilst invited speakers Michael 
Lavallette (Preston SA and Socialist Workers 
Party) and myself (South Manchester SA and 
CPGB) put the case, respectively, for a ‘no’ 
campaign and for an active boycott of the 
referendum. 

Comrade Dave, of Pendle SA, spoke first. 
He asserted that the process of European eco¬ 
nomic. political and social integration is an ob¬ 
jectively progressive one, to the extent that it 
creates conditions which are favourable to the 
struggle for socialism. He cited, in this respect, 
the opportunities for building trans-European 
socialist unity and the beginning of a devel¬ 
opment of free movement of people across 
national frontiers. The comrade located the 


Socialist Alliance there was a motion for a politics would appear in the new paper. We A||jance itself 

paper backed by the International Socialist did not demand that the AWL close down 

Group, the Alliance for Workers’ Liberty and Solidarity, though we would hope that would dead ? That is 

of course the CPGB. Although we lost the happen. the question 

vote, we won the support of the majority of Is the idea of a Socialist Alliance paper dead thaf comrades 

non-SWP members. There was a brief period and, if so, is the Socialist Alliance itself dead? 

afterwards when there was an opportunity to That is the question that comrades from the "Om tne AWL 

launch an unofficial Socialist Alliance paper. AWL need to ask themselves. I do not think need to ask 

We could have joined forces with the AWL - the SA movement is dead at all. It is the only themselves 

the ISG rejected overtures to discuss such a game in town at the moment. It can intersect 

move, on the grounds that an unofficial pa- with the crisis of Labourism and the shift to 

per would be ‘undemocratic’ (ironically it has the left in the trade union movement. There 

since got together with the Socialist Solidar- were 1,000 people - Derek Simpson among 

ity Network to launch their own separate pub- them - at the SA’s March 16 trade union rally. 

lication, which will “fight for the Socialist Not huge, but still significant. 

Alliance to become a broad socialist party”). Between now and the SA’s February 2003 

Unfortunately, we were unable to take ad- AGM we must reinvigorate the campaign for 

vantage of that window of opportunity. Quite a Socialist Alliance paper. We cannot rely on 

shamefully, the AWL used the lack of active local journals, we certainly cannot rely on 

backing from the S A independents as an ex- Socialist Worker and if we go on trying to rely 

cuse to cover its own lack of will or unity on on the Weekly Worker and Solidarity, we will 

the nature of the Socialist Alliance project. Is continue duplicating our resources, and waste 

the SA just ‘one area of work’, or is it the site the opportunity of building the Socialist Alli- 

of rapprochement of Marxists, of revolution- ance as a real force in UK politics. We need a 

aries, where we can seriously begin to engage united paper to fulfil the role of educator, agi- 

with the working class? tator and organiser. 

The independents cannot be relied upon We need a paper that carries debate and 
for anything, let alone an SA paper. Who are controversy. The movement needs a common 

they? hr general, they are tired and constitute journal in order to be able to think and there- 

something of an anti-group - they are in the fore act. It not only needs to thrash out the 

Socialist Alliance but dread any repetition of questions. It must seek to agitate concretely, 

bureaucratic centralism of the kind that so not only in the trade unions but in the anti- 

many of them experienced in tire various sects, capitalist movement, in the European Social 

Most have thrown out the baby with the Forum and so forth. It 


development of the European Union as a proc¬ 
ess of centralisation of capital in competition 
with the capitalist centre of the United States. 

He saw this process as being inseparable 
from the phenomenon of neoliberalism, which 
was aimed at sweeping away obstacles to that 
centralisation and the more efficient accumu¬ 
lation of capital. Those obstacles include sepa¬ 
rate currencies and customs regimes, as well 
as national settlements within the class strug¬ 
gle. 

British separatism provides no answer to 
the neoliberal offensive, for socialists as well 
as for the advanced sections of British capi¬ 
tal, the comrade said. Capitalism will not sud¬ 
denly collapse. It can and will adapt and we, 
as socialists, must meet it in all of its adapta¬ 
tions. Dave concluded that the SA would be 
best served by supporting a ‘yes’ vote and, 
in doing so, by putting the widest possible 
gulf between ourselves and the right. 

I stated my agreement with comrade Dave’s 
analysis, but my disagreement with the latter’s 
conclusions. These laid too little emphasis on 
the subjective factor - in other words they 
failed to mark out an approach that is centred 
upon an independent working class agenda 
and aimed at making the working class a po¬ 
litical force that can meet capital at its highest 
level of development and overthrow it. To 
support either the euro or the pound is to ex¬ 
press a preference between two systems of 
capitalist exploitation. This would be the 
wrong message to give in terms of what the 



gin as a 


Marcus Strom 


struggle for socialism is about. We need to 
make it clear that we are for an end to all ex¬ 
ploitation, which can only be achieved by 
working class seizure of economic and politi¬ 
cal power: in other words that we are contend¬ 
ing for power and are not just a protest 


movement. 


The ‘no’ camp appealed to be precisely that 
a protest, an attempt to deliver a bloody nose 
to the incumbent bourgeois prime minister. In 
the attempt to do so, it seemed prepared to be 
part of a pincer movement against Blah' - the 
other half of the instrument being Iain Dun¬ 
can Smith’s Tories and the camp of reaction. I 
warned the proponents of this approach to 
seriously consider which political forces 
would gain most from a ‘Keep the pound’ vic¬ 
tory. It would not be the left, I suggested, cit¬ 
ing Denmark, where a referendum vote to 
reject the single currency was followed 
by a landslide victory for the right 
in the general election. 

The active boycott tactic was 
a means to reject the capital¬ 
ist class’s framing of the 
questions to be posed on 
Europe. The basis for devel¬ 
oping a campaign around 
the necessary ‘real’ ques¬ 
tions already existed in the 


the mi 


bathwater and reject genuine democratic cen¬ 
tralism in favour of the ‘higher’ right of the 
individual. The Socialist Party and our friends 
in the Revolutionary Democratic Group 
jumped on this anarcho-backward approach 
to defend their own narrow perspectives. 

Frankly the various arguments against an 
SA paper are totally and completely disin¬ 
genuous. ‘We haven’t got the resources for 
a monthly, let alone a weekly’ is one. Yet the 
alliance’s supporting organisations produce 
between them two weeklies, a fortnightly, a 
couple of monthlies and a whole range of less 
frequent publications. The idea that collec¬ 
tively we do not have the resources is simply 
not true. We do have the resources, but there 
is no political will. 

Another argument is ‘Let’s just build the 
local bulletins and see what happens.’ As I 
have shown, this bowing to localism and the 
spontaneous gets us nowhere. The initiative 
in the SSP, by contrast, to launch the admit¬ 
tedly dull Scottish Socialist Voice came from 
the top. Even Arthur Scargill realised that any 
organisation worthy of the name needs a pa¬ 
per. I am a member of the Automobile Asso¬ 
ciation, which of course has its own 
publication. Political organisations in par¬ 
ticular must have a means of communicat¬ 
ing with the parts in order to make the whole 
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but that 
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from doing 
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SA’s 2001 general election manifesto, People 
before profit. This set out the principles of 
striving for “workers’ and socialist unity 
across Europe” and “a democratic and fed¬ 
eral Europe”. I gave examples of what some 
of those real questions could be: 

• Building European-wide trade unions in or¬ 
der to generalise the best wages, working 
conditions and social welfare provisions of 
the EU. 

• A European minimum wage. 

• Building a European Socialist Alliance to 
unite our stmggle for working class political 
power and socialism and, as a first step in this 
direction, achieving a common European so¬ 
cialist programme to put to the electorate in 
the 2004 European parliament elections. 

• Democratising the European Union - abol¬ 
ishing the unelected commission; removing 
power from the council of ministers; winning 
an annually elected parliament with members 
paid an average worker’s wage, etc. 

I concluded by stressing that an active boy¬ 
cott was totally different from some stay-at- 
home abstention. As the Bolsheviks had 
shown in their adept use of the tactic, it meant 
a massive stepping up of political activity. A 
slogan would need to be agreed for use in 
spoiling ballot papers. Public meetings, street 
stalls, leafleting, press conferences, publicity 
stunts, strikes if achievable, would all be weap¬ 
ons in our armoury for such a campaign. This 
approach is the correct way to capture the 
enormous potential of the euro referendum to 
build the SA as a new working class party for 
socialism. 

Michael Lavallette began his contribution 
by stating that the euro issue is not the most 
important one around at the moment. He 
placed the fight against racism, the anti-war 
campaign and building for November’s Euro¬ 
pean Social Forum as higher priorities for so¬ 
cialists. Anticipating the question, he made it 
clear that he not only favoured opposition to 
the single currency, but advocated British 
withdrawal from the European Union. The EU 
is a capitalist project, aimed at increasing capi¬ 
talist exploitation, he stated, and as such 
should be opposed by socialists. He attacked 
in particular the concept of ‘fortress Europe’, 
which sought to erect even higher barriers 
against foreign workers. 

Some people suggest that socialists in most 
of the rest of Europe do not oppose the euro, 
he remarked, but he did not believe this was 
true. The recent anti-capitalist demonstration 
in Seville had employed anti-euro slogans, for 
instance. A ‘no’ campaign by the SA would 
allow us to build a united front with Labour 
and trade union lefts such as Tony Benn and 
Mark Serwotka, comrade Lavallette con¬ 
cluded. He dismissed as pessimism all sug¬ 
gestions that it was not possible to mark out 
an independent socialist ‘no’ campaign in 
distinction from that of the chauvinistic right. 

A wide-ranging discussion ensued, which 
covered the need to combat nationalism and 
the continuing influence of ‘national roadism’ 
in the socialist movement in Britain; tactics for 
building international working class unity; 
and the fight to build the SA as a working 
class alternative to the Labour Party. Some 
comrades expressed worries at the prospects 
of the euro referendum issue splitting the 
Socialist Alliance. It was probably this senti¬ 
ment which led to the meeting’s decision - by 
a majority of seven votes to two - not to take 
an indicative vote on the three positions it had 
heard. 

I attempted to tackle the fears expressed by 
explaining that the SA constitution, agreed at 
last December’s conference, required mem¬ 
bers not to disrupt agreed actions: ie, to re¬ 
spect as SA policy the resolutions adopted 
by a majority of the organisation. This did not 
mean, however, that any member was to be 
gagged. Indeed, this is essential if we are to 
succeed in transforming the SA into the party 
the working class so desperately needs • 
John Pearson 
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CLASS PRINCIPLES 

United for tailism 


P hil Hearse’s reply to my take on the 
launch of a new paper by his Socialist 
Solidarity Network together with the 
International Socialist Group is revealing 
(Weekly Worker August 29). In it he does not 
even try to counter my criticisms that this is 
merely a rehashed factional project, not the 
“creative, inclusive, forward-looking Marxism’’ 
vehicle that the authors of the launch state¬ 
ment claim it to be (Weekly Worker August 
22 ). 

This is par for the course for comrade 
Hearse. His previous failed project - the So¬ 
cialist Democracy Group (a hidey hole for the 
disillusioned and liquidationist) - similarly pro¬ 
moted itself. One of its first “creative” deci¬ 
sions was to ban attendance by CPGB 
members. On the tail of that the SDG distin¬ 
guished itself by the “forward-looking” at¬ 
tempt to drive the CPGB out of the London 
Socialist Alliance. “Inclusive”? 

The ISG-SSN statement says: “We will seek 
to promote... a creative, inclusive and forward- 
looking Marxism, which implies a willingness 
to reach out to, learn from and engage in a 
dialogue with those from other traditions”. Oh, 
except yours, says comrade Hearse. 

Despite being able to broadly accept such 
formulations, I have been told that this is not 
good enough to allow me to even think about 
standing for the editorial board. Far from “a 
willingness to reach out", we are informed by 
comrade Hearse that no one in the CPGB quali¬ 
fies by definition - this is sectarianism of the 
old sort, not the anti-sectarianism expected in 
the Socialist Alliance. The comrade says that 
my “chances of being elected to the Resist¬ 
ance editorial board were ‘nil’”. If I agreed with 
the politics of Resistance I “would not be in 
the CPGB.” So inclusive -1 beg to differ. 

The other central part of comrade Hearse’s 
argument is to do with the Scottish Socialist 
Patty. Here the political method he shares with 
comrade Alan Thomett of the ISG is plain for 
all to see - if it’s bigger than us, follow it! 

Comrade Hearse excuses the nationalism 
rife in the Scottish Socialist Party. He even 
confidently claims that the SSP is more left- 
wing than Rifondazione Comunista of Italy - 
presumably on the basis that the leadership 
of the SSP is full of (former?) Trotskyites, while 
Rifondazione emerged from ‘official commu¬ 
nism’. But this is not the point. Rifondazione 
attempts to organise all workers and op¬ 
pressed people against the existing state. The 
SSP seeks to break-up the existing state and 
create an independent capitalist Scotland - 
naturally excused as a stepping stone towards 
a reformist socialism. Inevitably that involves 
the SSP fostering class disunity - it promotes 
the break-up of the historically established 
working class movement in Britain. In our 
concrete conditions that is reactionary and 
must be opposed - even at the cost of unpopu¬ 
larity in certain quarters. 

Of course, the heritage of comrades Hearse 
and Thomett in the United Secretariat of the 
Fourth International is replete with substitu- 
tionism and tailism. Witness the tailing of 
Titoism and various nationalist movements 
in Latin America. We had another pathetic 
version in the form of the Fourth International 
Supporters Caucus triumvirate of Pat Sikor- 
ski, Brian Heron and Carolyn Sikorski. For 
them it was not Tito or Castro who would 
substitute for the political independence of the 
working class, but the ‘dear leader’, Arthur 
Scargill. For our friends in the ISG and SSN it 
appears to be left nationalism. 

This method was exposed at last month’s 
Communist University. There, comrade Thor- 
nett was speaking in justification of the ac¬ 
tions of his co-thinkers in France, who called 
for a vote for Jacques Chirac - an out and out 
bourgeois reactionary - in the second round 
of the presidential elections. For comrade 
Thomett, this was the political expression and 
logical outcome of the mass movement 
against Le Pen and Front National. I call it bow¬ 
ing to spontaneity. 

This method is rife within the left. From the 
more familiar popular frontism of the ‘official 
communists’ to the substitutionism of the 
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Trotskyites, we see already flawed political 
programmes collapse before bourgeois forces. 

During the debate at the CPGB’s Commu¬ 
nist University on the French presidential elec¬ 
tions, comrade Thomett made some amazing 
statements about socialists advocating votes 
for bourgeois candidates. It is worthwhile re¬ 
producing them at some length to show the 
depth of the hole the comrade managed to dig 
himself into. 

For comrade Thomett it is perfectly valid 
to vote for bourgeois candidates - support¬ 
ing the rightwinger, Jacques Chirac, thus 
posed no problem. He says: “If we talk about 
voting for the enemy, well, I assume we have 
all voted for the enemy. In my opinion revolu¬ 
tionaries need a very good reason to vote for 
a bourgeois candidate. The very good reason 
in most cases that revolutionaries vote for 
bourgeois candidates is because they are 
candidates of a bourgeois party that has a 
working class base. We say, this party has a 
working class base - therefore, because we 
want to relate to its base, we vote for its can¬ 
didates. And therefore we vote for social de¬ 
mocracy, we vote for Harold Wilson, we vote 
for James Callaghan, and now we vote for 
Tony Blair - they are all bourgeois candidates.” 

Yes, we can in certain cases vote for the can¬ 
didates of bourgeois workers ’ parties - they 
are based on and in some refracted way ex¬ 
press the political level and aspirations of the 
organised working class. 

Comrade Thomett continues: “What hap¬ 
pened on this occasion was a particular situ¬ 
ation thrown up by the French electoral 
system that gave people the choice between 
a fascist and a bourgeois candidate. And in 
my opinion it is absolutely right to vote for 
the bourgeois candidate against the fascist.” 
Comrade Thomett accuses the CPGB of fail¬ 
ing to distinguish between ‘normal’ bour¬ 
geois candidates and fascist candidates. The 
reality is that he fails to distinguish between 
bourgeois parties and bourgeois workers’ 
parties. 

He says: “The Labour Party is a thoroughly 
bourgeois party with a working class base. 


Therefore it could be called a bourgeois work¬ 
ers’ party. But it is a thoroughly bourgeois 
party, and the governments it creates are thor¬ 
oughly, totally, absolutely bourgeois govern¬ 
ments. The prime ministers it creates are 
thoroughly and absolutely bourgeois. We 
vote for them under certain circumstances ... 
In general the left votes for bourgeois candi¬ 
dates of the Labour Party, and of social demo¬ 
cratic parties across Europe. And those are 
bourgeois candidates. And there is a very 
good reason for it. And a legitimate reason 
for it.” 

We do not agree that it is correct to vote 
for bourgeois candidates who stand on an 
openly neoliberal capitalist programme of 
attacking the working class. Chirac was the 
candidate of the Union for a Presidential Ma¬ 
jority - a coalition of power-brokers, bour¬ 
geois interests and bureaucrats. He was not 
the candidate of a section of the organised 
working class. To vote for Chirac is to revert 
to the ‘lesser of two evils’ argument - choose 
between Liberal and Tory, Democrat or Re¬ 
publican - and to abandon independent 
working class politics. Communists under¬ 


stand why masses of people voted for 
Chirac. But to call for a vote for him is in some 
way to take responsibility for the conse¬ 
quences - in the long-term interests of the 
working class movement this is something 
we cannot do. But there is a principled line 
separating voting Labour and voting for a 
Chirac, a Duncan Smith or a Stoiber - it is 
called class. 

For some time it has been apparent that one 
of the Socialist Alliance’s weaknesses has 
been its inability to develop a coherent strat¬ 
egy with regard to the Labour Party. Stand¬ 
ing socialist candidates is a tremendous step 
forward, but having nothing to say about di¬ 
visions in Labour, being incapable of distin¬ 
guishing between Jeremy Corbyn and Jack 
Straw, leaves the Socialist Alliance disarmed. 

For a long tune, the majority of the SA prin¬ 
cipal components were reliable satellites of La¬ 
bourism - SWP, ISG, AWL, Workers Power. 
Post-war British politics saw the various 
grouplets of Trotskyism - whether as entrists 
or representatives of tlte external ‘Vote Labour, 
but ...’ variety - backing imperialist Labour 
governments unconditionally come election 
time. This substituted for an independent 
working class programme. Blair’s project has 
thrown them into some disarray and seen a 
poorly theorised entry into the electoral field 
in the form of the Socialist Alliance. 

Socialists and communists need to be able 
to engage with the mass of the working class 
that still votes Labour - despite the growing 
disillusionment with the political process as a 
whole. The basis upon which the various 
Trotskyite groups voted Labour in the past 
has not fundamentally changed - the mass of 
workers, especially class conscious workers 
still loyally vote Labour. But we have seen in 
many cases a 180° flip from auto-Labourism 
to auto-anti-Labourism. 

Finally, in his speech at Communist Univer¬ 
sity, comrade Thomett made the ridiculous 
claim that the tactic of calling for an active 
boycott was an invention of the CPGB. He 
said: “Comrades are absolutely right -1 don’t 
understand the active boycott thing: I think it 
is a ridiculous shibboleth of the CPGB. What 
do you do in the end? You have a few dem¬ 
onstrations outside polling stations and then 
you abstain. It... seems to come up on every 
occasion, so you are right: I am completely 
confused as far as an active boycott is con¬ 
cerned. I think it makes little sense.” I cannot 
believe comrade Thomett is really so ignorant. 
I prefer to think he is just dishonest. I am sure 
comrade Thomett has read his Lenin, who 
went to great lengths to explain just what an 
active boycott was. And there are plenty of 
other examples of such campaigns within our 
political heritage. 

As I say, comrade Thomett shares a politi¬ 
cal method with comrade Hearse - that of sub¬ 
stituting the political independence of the 
working class for any force that happens to 
be moving. Thus the nationalism of the SSP 
and voting for Chirac. Comrade Thomett is in 
dangerous waters. Let us hope that a serious 
corrective takes place before it is too late • 
Marcus Strom 
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LEFT UNITY 


Towards an Aussie 
Socialist Alliance party 

The DSP leadership - the largest component of the Australian Socialist Alliance - is boldly 
proposing to close down and operate as an “internal tendency”. In essence this is a scenario we have 
been urging and actively working for. So having learnt from Britain, the comrades are now teaching 
us. This is the letter from DSP national secretary John Percy to the SA national executive 


I am writing to you on behalf of the na¬ 
tional executive of the Democratic So¬ 
cialist Party to advise you that we 
have initiated a discussion in our party 
about making a radically bigger commit¬ 
ment towards left unity within the Social¬ 
ist Alliance. 

If a majority of our members accept our 
proposal, the DSP will cease to operate 
as a public organisation and begin to 
operate as an internal tendency in the 
Socialist Alliance from January 2003. Our 
members will, from that point, be build¬ 
ing and recruiting to the Socialist Alli¬ 
ance rather than the DSP. 

We will then commence negotiations 
with the Socialist Alliance about taking 
as much of the political and organisational 
assets we have built up through the DSP 
into the Socialist Alliance as is possible. 
We undertake to pursue this process 
within the democratic framework of the 
Socialist Alliance and in a thoroughly 
open, consultative and inclusive maimer. 

The objective of our tendency will be 
to pursue the transition while ensuring 
that the gains of our three decades of 
work as a party will not be lost to the left 
as a whole. 

We are confident that this will be a big 
step forward for left regroupment in 
Australia and that we will be able to agree, 
in stages, on concrete steps forward for 
the Socialist Alliance. This is based on 
the substantial political consensus and 
comradely collaboration achieved since 
the founding of the alliance. 

State of the Socialist 
Alliance 

hi the year and a half of its existence the 
Socialist Alliance has managed to estab¬ 
lish itself as the ‘face of socialist unity’ 
in Australian politics. While we should 
not exaggerate its impact and visibility, it 
certainly enjoys, as a result of its electoral 
registration, election campaigns and 
overall work (including a presence in 
campaigns), much greater profile than 
any of its affiliates or any other left or¬ 
ganisations. Its modest but solid election 
results (around 1.4% at best in contests 
with the Greens, up to four percent where 
they have not been present), its 2,000- 
plus members and broader periphery 
confirm this judgement. 

The Socialist Alliance has to one de¬ 
gree or another drawn around itself a large 
part of those who view themselves as 
socialists and leftwingers. These amount 
to roughly three times the membership 
of the founding affiliates. It has drawn 
hundreds of people into activity who 
would not otherwise have got involved 
in left politics or who are returning to it 
after a considerable lapse. It has begun 
to extend socialist organising into new 
regions (like northern Tasmania) and it 
has the potential to repeat this sort of 
regional growth in other states. 

Many working class and trade union 
militants are looking seriously at the So¬ 
cialist Alliance as their possible new 


political home. The general attitude is still 
‘wait and see’, but further growth of the 
Socialist Alliance electorally and/or as a 
campaigning vehicle in the unions and 
communities will draw many such mili¬ 
tants into its ranks. 

These gains have been won on the 
foundation of successful collaboration 
among the affiliates. Both at the found¬ 
ing conference and through the ongo¬ 
ing work of the Socialist Alliance national 
executive we have been able to find, de¬ 
spite some disagreements, a correct and 
reasonably timely response to all the main 
political challenges of the day. It has con¬ 
solidated a broad consensus as to what 
constitutes a principled socialist and pro¬ 
working class orientation in Australian 
politics. It has shown that the left can 
work together, a fact that is appreciated 
well beyond the ranks of the affiliate or¬ 
ganisations themselves. 

This experience tells us that the real po¬ 
litical basis of die alliance extends be¬ 
yond its formally adopted founding 
platform and constitution to a consen¬ 
sus around a principled class-struggle 
approach to international and Australian 
politics. 

The international 
context 

The alliance’s successes aren’t the result 
of Australian political trends alone. The 
rising wave of resistance to neoliberal 
globalisation and the spread of alienation 
from labour and social democratic parties, 
experienced as enforcers of austerity by 
millions of workers, opens up the possi¬ 
bility of creating mass, revolutionary 
socialist parties in country after country. 

Australia has yet to experience mass 
mobilisations as powerful as those in 
Barcelona. Paris and Rome or a vote for 
far left candidates as high as that 
achieved in the first round of the French 
presidential elections (over 10%), or the 
eight percent the Scottish Socialist Party 
is currently polling. Nevertheless, the 
unity expressed in the Australian Social¬ 
ist Alliance has its roots in the same 
basic social and political trends as the 
rise of the (still very heterogeneous) 
movement against neoliberal globalisa¬ 
tion and the emergence of class-strug¬ 
gle trends in the trade unions (like SUD 
in France, Cobas and Sin Cobas in Italy 
or the Victorian left unions in this coun¬ 
try). 

Our Socialist Alliance is also part of a 
global trend to revolutionary left 
regroupment, especially in the advanced 
capitalist countries. With due regard to 
all that is specifically Australian about it, 
the emergence of the alliance parallels 
the rise of the Socialist Alliance in Eng¬ 
land, the Scottish Socialist Party, the Por¬ 
tuguese Bloco de Esquerda, Denmark’s 
Enhedslisten, as well as the ‘left turn’ of 
Rifondazione Comunista and the recently 
launched proposal of the French Ligue 
Communiste Revolutionnaire for a new 
mass party of the radical anti-capitalist 


left. These organisations and others like 
them have been meeting for several years 
now at the level of a European anti-capi¬ 
talist left and their latest gathering in 
Madrid has produced a comprehensive 
statement of position on the burning is¬ 
sues of world and European politics. 

Within all of these organisations the 
issue of what degree and form of unity it 
is necessary and possible for the far left 
to achieve has been at the centre of dis¬ 
cussion and debate. 

The potential for and 
constraints on the 
Socialist Alliance 

The Socialist Alliance has large, maybe 
very large, unfulfilled and as yet untested 
potential. However, the constraints un¬ 
der which the alliance is presently la¬ 
bouring, if not lifted, will leave much 
alliance growth potential unexploited. 

The DSP national executive analysed 
these constraints as follows: 

• The rise of the Green vote means that 
even less than previously can the Social¬ 
ist Alliance hope to grow as a purely, or 
mainly, electoral formation. However, we 
have been unable to progress much be¬ 
yond electoral work even though that 
was the express intent of all affiliates at 
the founding meeting and first national 
conference. 

• While the Socialist Alliance affiliates are 
maintaining and building their own or¬ 
ganisations, this places an unavoidable 
constraint on what they can do to build 
the alliance. They are leading important 
mass movements like the struggle for 
refugee rights (mainly outside of the 
framework of the alliance ), but this also 
means that every rise in movement ac¬ 
tivity has the potential to lead to a reduc¬ 
tion in commitment to Socialist 
Alliance-building. 

• The Socialist Alliance has no publica¬ 
tion except its web page and issues- 
based leaflets and irregular broadsheets. 
These have been invaluable in giving the 
alliance profile on the issues of the day, 
but they are no substitute for a regular 
paper putting a comprehensive alliance 
position and building its presence in all 
sectors of the population. 

• While the Socialist Alliance has devel¬ 
oped a majority non-affiliate membership, 
those who bear the burden of its work 
are still mainly members of the affiliate 
organisations. A couple of hundred in¬ 
dependent Socialist Alliance members 
contribute to the work of the organisa¬ 
tion to some degree or other, but its sur¬ 
vival still depends on the efforts of the 
affiliates. 

• The existing Socialist Alliance ‘appa- 
rartts’ is struggling to maintain the basics 
of membership records and finances, let 
alone responding in a timely way to na¬ 
tional and international political issues. 

• Inspiring a bigger contribution from 
existing Socialist Alliance members and 
further extending its membership will, in 


the short run at least, require a bigger 
contribution from the members of the 
affiliates. There are local groups to be 
organised, hundreds of members whose 
concerns and areas of interest the alliance 
must get to know, especially in those re¬ 
gions where branches do not yet exist 
(around 200 in New South Wales alone). 

The DSP national executive is con¬ 
vinced that this growing impasse cannot 
be broken by affiliates applying a ‘more 
of the same’ approach to building the 
Socialist Alliance. While it is up to each 
affiliate organisation to decide on its 
course, we are confident that DSP mem¬ 
bers will be prepared to radically increase 
the resources devoted to its construc¬ 
tion. 

Political basis for 
greater unity 

Our collective experience in building the 
Socialist Alliance has revealed its actual 
political basis. There is a significant 
amount of shared socialist programme 
among the Socialist Alliance affiliates. 
While this is not formally outlined as a 
programme of the Socialist Alliance, the 
founding documents refer to the fact 
there is more common ground than that 
sketched out in the initial Socialist Alli¬ 
ance platform. 

This has been confirmed in practice by 
the actual experience of having to take a 
stand on such testing issues as the ‘war 
on terrorism’, Palestine and the current 
attacks on the most militant union lead¬ 
erships in Australia. 

When we reflect on the success of the 
Socialist Alliance in developing posi¬ 
tions of consensus or by very large ma¬ 
jorities on such issues and add to this 
the high degree of unanimity reached 
over practical work (witness the results 
of the August Victorian and New South 
Wales state conferences), it seems obvi¬ 
ous that there is great potential for tran¬ 
scending or repositioning some of the 
traditional differences among the alliance 
affiliates. The democratic cukure that the 
Socialist Alliance has established can 
only help this process. 

Our experience in working together 
surely confirms that left regroupment and 
unity will come about, and can only come 
about, on the basis of our rising to the 
objective challenges that are being 
posed by an intensifying class struggle 
and movement of ant-capitalist resist¬ 
ance. It will be our success in meeting 
these challenges, including the challenge 
of giving concrete and credible foim to 
the socialist alternative at every turn, that 
will provide and strengthen the program¬ 
matic basis of the alliance. 

In this context, existing differences 
among affiliates will have increasingly 
less weight and the grounds for the main¬ 
tenance of tlie existing minimalist organi¬ 
sational form of the Socialist Alliance 
become increasingly less operative. How 
important our existing differences really 
are and what organisational form they 


really justify should be tested out by 
serious debate in the context of ongoing 
joint work within the framework of the 
alliance. 

The Democratic Socialist 
tendency and the 
Socialist Alliance 

Our proposal would make the Socialist 
Alliance and its bodies the political frame¬ 
work governing the work of former DSP 
members and the organisation that they 
would work to build. Within this frame¬ 
work the goal of the Democratic Social¬ 
ist tendency would be to make itself 
redundant in step with the further devel¬ 
opment of the alliance. 

In the transition phase ex-DSP mem¬ 
bers of the tendency would carry out 
their discussion and decision-making 
within the bodies of the Socialist Alliance 
and caucus only as necessary. 

The tendency would strive to promote 
the principle of Socialist Alliance cau¬ 
cuses in the movements and the trade 
unions. These, of course, need not be and 
in many cases should not be the exclu¬ 
sive form for a left or progressive caucus, 
but our experience to date shows that, 
where Socialist Alliance members act in 
a united way within campaigns, the im¬ 
pact is powerful and positive and we 
should seek to make it the norm. 

The DSP national executive has ad¬ 
vised tlie national leadership of Resist¬ 
ance of this proposal and urged it to 
consider Resistance’s role as an inde¬ 
pendent socialist youth organisation in 
this step towards greater left unity. We 
have recommended that the coming Re¬ 
sistance conference discuss its support 
for the Socialist Alliance and initiate ap¬ 
propriate discussions with tlie Socialist 
Alliance and other left groups involved 
in the youth sector. 

We are still working on our exact pro¬ 
posals for that process of transition, but 
they will remain flexible and, of course, 
subject to negotiation and the democratic 
decision-making of the Socialist Alliance. 

We want to involve all components of 
the Socialist Alliance in the thinking-out 
process. We intend to considerably ex¬ 
pand the pages in Green Left Weekly for 
public discussion and debate on how to 
strengthen and build the Socialist Alli¬ 
ance and other issues. 

Our proposals will be further dis¬ 
cussed and developed at the DSP’s Oc¬ 
tober 5-7 national committee, after which 
the DSP will advise the Socialist Alliance 
national executive of any amendments 
and elaborations that the NC adopts. 
The position adopted at the NC will be¬ 
come a central proposal for the DSP’s 
20th national congress (December 28 
2002-January 1 2003), where it will be 
subject to a vote by the party as a whole. 

If any Socialist Alliance national execu¬ 
tive member feels they need further clari¬ 
fication, please do not hesitate to get in 
touch with me • 
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EARTH SUMMIT 

Bloodsuckers’ jamboree 


T he so-called United Nations’ World 
Summit on Sustainable Develop¬ 
ment, popularly known as the 
‘Earth Summit’, is now in the process of 
winding up its deliberations in Johannes¬ 
burg. 

It is a bizarre exercise in gross hypoc¬ 
risy, doubletalk, imperial arrogance and 
at the same time impotent servility before 
the ‘free market’. Marked right from the 
beginning by the conspicuous absence 
of a high-level delegation from the United 
States, the most powerful nation on the 
planet and the source of about 40% of 
world pollution, the summit was pretty 
well regarded as a waste of time even by 
many of the various NGOs and other en¬ 
vironmental worthies that have graced 
and at times enthused over similar con¬ 
fabs in the past, from Rio to Kyoto. 

Indeed the boycott of the summit by 
the arrogant, who-cares-about-the-rest- 
of-the-world know-nothings of the Bush 
administration is in many ways only the 
icing on the cake. Bill Clinton, of course, 
had the US constitution barring a third 
term not unfortunately got in his way, 
would have been out there glad-hand- 
ing all and sundry, while in practice ex¬ 
pressing contempt for the whole 
proceedings from within. Either way, the 
contempt of the US bourgeoisie for these 
gatherings reflects the reality: in objec¬ 
tive terms, these conferences do not 
decide anything of importance - the great 
powers will get their way, no matter what 
hot air is spouted on the conference floor. 

The various themes - from environ¬ 
mental despoliation, and the apparent rise 
in natural disasters attributed to carbon- 
dioxide emissions into the atmosphere 
since the industrial revolution, to the fall¬ 
out resulting from capitalist growth and 
the disintegration of more traditional 
social forms by the aggressive neoliberal 
globalised world order we now live un¬ 
der - only underscore the impotence of 
the participants, despite their preten¬ 
sions. Many of those who in the past 
would have had illusions that something 
could be achieved by such gatherings 
have now been radicalised, and are dem¬ 
onstrating their outrage outside at the 
whole fake shenanigan. 

Thus the tone of protests outside the 
summit, despite the threat of major re¬ 
pression from the apartheid-trained 
South African police, was much more 
radical than at past ‘green’ inter-govem- 
mental confabs of this type. Far from the 
pleading that used to be the dominant 
tone of the tame protests outside these 
kinds of events in years gone by, this time 
the slogans had a militant, if eclectic, anti¬ 
capitalist edge. They varied from ‘Fac¬ 
tory gases and waste are killing’, ‘Stop 
Thabo Mbeki’s Aids genocide' and 
‘Bush, you belong in the bush' to ‘Hands 
off Iraq’, ‘Globalise the intifada’ and 
‘Osama bin Laden - bomb Sandton’. 

Probably the largest international con¬ 
ference ever held in the history of human¬ 
ity, with 60,000 delegates, the bizarre 
extravagance of it all only underlines its 
real nature as window-dressing. No one 
can be absolutely sure that the anecdo¬ 
tal rise in freak weather events and natu¬ 
ral disasters worldwide in the past few 
decades are really the result of the burn¬ 
ing of fossil fuels, as many environmen¬ 
talists believe. However, assuming that 
this is indeed the case, then humanity 
faces a threat to its overall well-being and 
potentially even its very existence over 
a period of several decades or possibly 
a century or two. 

Solving such problems is a matter for 
the mass of humanity, not a matter for the 
great capitalist powers and the various 
lesser cliques of exploiters and other 
worthies who feed off the ‘new world 
order' while defending to the death the 


regime of capitalism. It is capital, the ap¬ 
propriation of the social wealth that be¬ 
longs to the whole of working and 
suffering humanity, that renders ex¬ 
tremely unlikely any socially rational 
solution to the manifold social and eco¬ 
nomic problems that find a pale reflection 
on the agenda of these kinds of gather¬ 
ings. 

Only a world order in which the means 
of production on an international scale 
are under the democratic control of the 
mass of the world’s population can ef¬ 
fectively tackle the problems of the de¬ 
spoliation of the environment. Such a 
world order can only be the result of in¬ 
ternational socialist revolution. But that 
does not mean we must wait. The work¬ 
ing class needs to develop its own eco¬ 
logical programme - urgently. Not one 
borrowed from the petty bourgeois green 
movement with its prejudice against tech¬ 
nology, progress and the human poten¬ 
tial to control (master) nature. Our point 
of departure must be anti-capitalism. The 
idea that the imperialist monopolies and 
profit-hungry governments can in any 
way muster the political will to undo and 
reverse the consequences of more than 
a century of one-sided capitalist eco¬ 
nomic development is utterly fantastic - 
why on earth should they, when the 
whole driving force of the system is the 
need to make the maximum profit in or¬ 
der to avoid being eaten alive by one’s 
fellow capitalist sharks? 

Certainly the various elements of so¬ 
cial democratic ‘concern’, about tackling 


Dale McKinley 

reports from 
Johannesburg 



‘world poverty’ that also surround this 
World Summit event are also completely 
chimerical - ‘world poverty’ in the current 
context is the inevitable collateral dam¬ 
age that results from the growth and 
deepening of the capitalist mode of pro¬ 
duction and appropriation in the ‘devel¬ 
oping world’ - fundamentally the 
consequence of the globalisation of capi¬ 
tal that all the various governmental 
forces or NGOs at this conference sup¬ 
port or are complied in. 

The obscenity of this confab, domi¬ 
nated by the various advanced capital¬ 
ist powers who are the main architects 
of all kinds of social and economic dis¬ 
aster internationally, is apparent to enor¬ 
mous numbers of people around the 
world. The same Blair government that 
worries and agonises about its ‘green’ 
profile and which minister to send to 
Jo’burg is the one that had no hesita¬ 
tion in sending in its airforce to help the 
United States launch its assault on one 
of the poorest countries on earth, Af¬ 
ghanistan, as part of the ‘war against 
terrorism'. 

In regal'd to sub-Saharan Africa, so 
high on the agenda of the summit, this is 
particularly poignant, given the Blair gov¬ 
ernment’s close alliance with the United 
States and its close political affinity with 
the former Clinton administration. Part of 
Clinton’s own ‘war against terrorism’ in 
1998 included the bombing of the A1 Shifa 
pharmaceutical plant in Sudan in sup¬ 
posed retaliation for some of Osama bin 
Laden’s earlier reactionary attacks on US 


I n a historic show of ‘people’s power’, 
over 25,000 marched on Sandton, Jo¬ 
hannesburg on Saturday August 31 to 
reject the neoliberal policies of the W$$D 
and the South African government. Un¬ 
der the banner of the ‘United Social 
Movements’ (consisting of the Social 
Movements Indaba, the Landless Peo¬ 
ple’s Movement and La Via Campesino), 
the marchers made their way from the 
poverty-stricken township of Alexandra 
to the ultra-weal thy suburb of Sandton 
to send a peaceful, yet militant message: 
‘Enough is enough’. 

Anchored by thousands who had 
come from across South Africa’s urban 
and rural poor communities, and joined 
by activists from various communities 
and movements from around the world, 
the march represented the largest and 
most popular rejection of the corporate 
and anti-poor policies of the South Af¬ 
rican government since 1994. It also rep¬ 
resented a continuation and strength¬ 
ening of the growing global rejection of 
the capitalist neoliberal ‘developmental’ 
framework that has wreaked so much 
devastation on the poor majority of 
humanity. 

Despite the attempts at suppression, 
outright lies, the sowing of confusion 
and the constant beating of war drums 
by the South African government (and 
sections of the mainstream press) in the 
days leading up to the march, the multi¬ 
tudes who took over Sandton showed 
that disciplined and organised mass ac¬ 
tion can overcome even the most blatant 
attempts at disruption and caricature. 
Even the presence of thousands of heav¬ 
ily armed police and army troops did 
nothing to deter the spirit or content of 
the people’s voices and message. The 
march was a resounding victory for those 
who continue to be marginalised and 


imperialist embassies in Africa. Despite 
the Sudanese government’s offer of ex¬ 
tensive cooperation to the US in track¬ 
ing down the suspects, the wanton 
destruction of the only facility for the 
manufacture of key pharmaceuticals in 
Sudan, in the words of Noam Chomsky, 
meant that “within a year tens of thou¬ 
sands ... ‘suffered and died’ as the result 
of the destruction of the only facilities for 
producing drugs and affordable medi¬ 
cines" in, again, one of the poorest coun¬ 
tries on earth. (N Chomsky 9-11 New York 
2001, p50). And of course, both Bush and 
Blair are once again plotting to bomb the 
hell out of the impoverished people of 
Iraq. 

Similarly in terms of obscenity, the 
speech of Thabo Mbeki, president of 
South Africa, denouncing “global apart¬ 
heid” between rich and poor, comes from 
the head of a government that has itself 
acted as arch-privatisers, willingly danc¬ 
ing to the tune of the IMF and indulging 
in attacks on aspects of state provision 
and some limited barriers to the unre¬ 
strained operation of capital that even its 
predecessor, the racist apartheid regime, 
thought it politic to maintain. This bizarre 
speech only reflected, one supposes, a 
degree of desperation and foreboding 
by some elements of the neoliberal scum 
about the likely future direction of mass 
discontent with the consequences of 
neoliberalism. 

As well as the slogans of the anti-capi¬ 
talist movement outside, no doubt Mbeki 
also had in mind the recent revolt in the 


treated with contempt by the rich and 
powerful. 

The march marked a turning point in 
the country’s political landscape. A 
new movement is being built that for the 
first time since 1994 poses the potential 
of a serious challenge to the South Af¬ 
rican government amongst its historic 
core constituency - the broad working 
class. This was more than apparent by 
the extremely poor response to the gov¬ 
ernment-sponsored rally and march in 
Alexandra, where president Thabo 
Mbeki spoke to a stadium that was not 
even half-full. Such was the desperation 
of the ANC and its allies that they even 
resorted to diverting busloads of peo¬ 
ple destined for the United Social 
Movements rally to the stadium. Like¬ 
wise, the attempts by elements within 
the ‘Global People’s Forum’ to organ¬ 
ise a separate march failed miserably. 

The disingenuous attempts by the 
mainstream South African press to 
grossly underestimate the numbers of 
marchers and to ignore their militant 
message are not going to fool anyone 
except those that continue to live in a 
world of self-fulfilling illusions. The tide 
is turning against the barbarities of capi¬ 
talist neoliberalism and no amount of 
counter-propaganda, opportunistic 
populism, sweet-talking and pious reso¬ 
lution-making are going to stop that 
tide. 

On the evening of Monday Septem¬ 
ber 2 the real face of the ‘new’ South 
Africa bared itself for all to see. After 
learning that Israeli foreign minister 
Shimon Peres was scheduled to speak 
at Wits University, several members of 
the Palestine Solidarity Committee ar¬ 
rived at the campus. 

One of those members, Salim Valley, 
was on his way to his office when he 


South African Communist Party, where 
ranks and file discontent led to the ejec¬ 
tion of several Mbeki/African National 
Congress cronies from the SACP’s cen¬ 
tral committee, an event that posed the 
threat of a left break by the CP and/or its 
working class base from the reactionary 
coalition with Mbeki’s ANC neoliberal re¬ 
gime. 

Any real movement that aims to deal 
with the various potential ‘four horsemen 
of the apocalypse’ thrown up by degen¬ 
erate capitalism needs to rid itself once 
and for all of the notion that the bourgeoi¬ 
sie can be persuaded to change its spots. 
Communists can only welcome the fur¬ 
ther radicalisation of anti-capitalist pro¬ 
tests - the need is, of course, to link these 
progressive sentiments against the im¬ 
perialists and their servants like Mbeki 
to a real programme for social change, to 
a strategy for revolution that sees the in¬ 
ternational, collectively organised work¬ 
ing class as the force that can overturn 
capitalism. 

Thus in South Africa, as well as on a 
world scale, we need the rebirth of genu¬ 
ine communist parties and an interna¬ 
tional communist movement. The fight 
for principled unity of the left, at the same 
time for real interaction and unity with the 
best elements generated by the anti-capi¬ 
talist movement, offers a real chance of 
overcoming the current period of domi¬ 
nance of neoliberal reaction and oppres¬ 
sion and the beginning of a new period 
of struggle against capitalism itself • 
Ian Donovan 




was accosted by self-styled ‘security’ 
of the Jewish Board of Deputies, along 
with the police, and forcibly removed 
from the campus. When he protested 
that he had every right to be there, the 
police arrested him and charged him 
with trespassing and resisting arrest. 
Several others were physically dragged 
out of the building. All black individu¬ 
als were specifically targeted, as were 
individuals with scarves. 

Upon hearing of this incident, several 
hundred supporters of the Palestinian 
Solidarity Committee, including mem¬ 
bers of the Anti-Privatisation Forum, 
arrived at the entrance to the campus, 
where a spontaneous demonstration 
began. Police used water cannons, ba¬ 
tons and pepper spray to try and dis¬ 
perse the demonstrators. Several were 
injured in the onslaught, including an 
elderly woman, who had to be taken to 
hospital. There ensued a stand-off be¬ 
tween demonstrators and the police for 
two hours. 

About 250 demonstrators marched to 
Hillbrow police station to demand the 
release of Salim Valley. As they were ap¬ 
proaching the station, police opened up 
on the crowd with water cannons, batons 
and rubber bullets. One demonstrator, 
Ahmed Veriava, was shot three times in 
the hand. Many demonstrators were 
cornered and beaten severely. A total of 
18 were arrested. 

The W$$D has been exposed for the 
charade that it is, the South African gov¬ 
ernment has been forced to face the re¬ 
alities of its own unpopularity and the 
voice of the poor and marginalised is 
growing sUonger by the day. The snug¬ 
gles that inform those voices is going to 
intensify and those that continue to op¬ 
pose them will find themselves on the 
wrong side of history • 


March for another 
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ISRAEL-PALESTINE 


Ghostly voices 
of Auschwitz 


Communist 
Party books 


A PLAN FOR I WHICH ROAD? 

MINERS I 


F irst the chief rabbi of the United King¬ 
dom, then the president of Israel. In the 
space of just a few days, both these 
prominent jews, for their different reasons, 
found it necessary to raise questions about 
the killings earned out recently by units of the 
Israel Defence Force in the occupied territo¬ 
ries of Gaza and the West Bank. 

In the month of August 49 Palestinians 
were killed by the army - the majority of them, 
as the Hebrew daily newspaper Haaretz con¬ 
cedes, innocent civilians, including women 
and children, who lost their lives in a series of 
apparendy random attacks. The suspicion is 
that this onslaught has been authorised by 
the army’s new chief of staff, lieutenant-gen¬ 
eral Moshe Yaalon, and has the covert sup¬ 
port of the Sharon government. 

That would hardly be surprising. Given the 
absence of suicide bomb attacks against Is¬ 
rael targets in the same period and the pros¬ 
pect of an important round of negotiations 
with the Palestinian authority about beginning 
the implementation of phased withdrawal, 
Sharon must have known that murderous 
provocations of this kind would lead to the 
suspension of talks. That has duly happened. 

Although defence minister Benjamin Ben- 
Elizier has been compelled by events to issue 
hypocritical statements of regret about the 
recent slaughter and to sanction an official 
inquiry, it is simply inconceivable that those 
responsible will be brought to book. The re¬ 
action of Moshe Katsav, who occupies the 
essentially ceremonial post of president, was 
hardly reassuring: “The claim as to whether 
the army was trigger-happy must be exam¬ 
ined. If the army reaches the conclusion that 
this was the case, it will decide what to do but 
it would be hasty to draw conclusions now.” 

Quite so. The last thing we want is to be 
hasty. Let the army be judge and jury in its 
own case, give it time to sort tilings out, and 
if that process takes long enough, then these 
deaths (after all, just a few among so many) 
will quietly be forgotten. 

If Katsav’s unwilling response was dic¬ 
tated by plain political expediency in the face 
of mounting unease among Israel’s interna¬ 
tional friends, that of our own chief rabbi. Dr 
Jonathan Sacks, although delivered in the 
somewhat coded language of reflections on 
moral theology, was implicitly (but unmistak¬ 
ably) critical of the Israeli army and the Sharon 
government. For this service to the cause of 
humanity he was portrayed on the Israel air¬ 
waves as little short of a renegade and a trai¬ 
tor to judaism. (How long, one wonders, 
before some outraged comrade from the Alli¬ 
ance for Workers’ Liberty denounces Sacks 
in the pages of Solidarity as an ‘anti-semite’? 
Maybe he is suffering from an acute attack of 
Jtidische Selbsthafi - just like poor old Karl 
Marx himself was prone to in his younger 
days?) 

Sacks’s calculated intervention last week 
was interesting and significant precisely be¬ 
cause he has hitherto been an unquestion¬ 
ing supporter of Israel’s military suppression 
of the Palestinians’ right to nationhood and 
self-determination. Back in April, when Gerald 
Kaufman MP outraged his co-religionists by 
(correctly and somewhat courageously) de¬ 
scribing Ariel Sharon as a “blustering bully” 
and a “war criminal” presiding over “barba¬ 
rism”, it was Sacks who immediately came to 
the Israeli prime minister’s defence, using bib¬ 
lical analogies as well as political arguments 
to justify aimed incursions by the Israeli De¬ 
fence Lorce: “What is happening now is the 
direct equivalent of what America is doing in 
Afghanistan ... They’re the same policy” (The 
Guardian April 18). Killing Palestinians was 
part of a just ‘war on terror’. A month later, he 
was happy enough to share a platform at a 
rally with hard-line Zionist Benjamin 



Netanyahu, who likens Yasser Arafat to Adolf 
Hitler - a pretty rich comparison in the circum¬ 
stances. Hardly the actions of a critic of Israel, 
let alone a closet peacenik. 

In contrast to his contradictory predeces¬ 
sor, Immanuel Jakobovits, whom Margaret 
Thatcher admired and ennobled - he was ul¬ 
tra-conservative on matters such as sexual 
morality, but an outspoken advocate of terri¬ 
torial ‘concessions’ to the Palestinians and an 
equally vociferous opponent of jewish settle¬ 
ments in the occupied territories - Sacks has 
never shown any shadow of doubt ... until 
now. 

What has changed? To find that out you 
would need to get beyond his gnomic utter¬ 
ances by talking to the man himself, but his 
interview with Jonathan Lreedland gives us 
some clues. “I regard the present situation as 
nothing less than tragic. It is forcing Israel into 
postures that are incompatible in the long mn 
with our deepest ideals ... There are things that 
happen on a daily basis which make me feel 
very uncomfortable as a jew ... There is no 
question that this kind of prolonged conflict, 
together with the absence of hope, generates 
hatreds and insensitivities that in the long mn 
are corrupting to a culture” (The Guardian 
August 27). 

Again, hardly a condemnation, but it was 
enough to make him an object of angry vilifi¬ 
cation in Israel, whereas the deeply divided 
community of 280,000 British jews, including 
the orthodox component over which he pre¬ 
sides, was not inclined to make much public 
comment. From Neville Nagler, chief executive 
of the Board of Deputies of British Jews, we 
got the following measured disclaimer: “The 
views expressed by the chief rabbi do not 
necessarily reflect the opinions held by every 
section of this community.” Privately, liberal 
and progressive jewish elements in the UK 
were more supportive and complimented 
Sacks on his stand. 

Exactly what is it that is “happening on a 
daily basis” that makes our chief rabbi “feel 
very uncomfortable as a jew”? Just one exam¬ 
ple. Two days after his interview was pub¬ 
lished, four members of a Palestinian family 
were killed as they slept outdoors in an orchard 
near the Israel settlement of Netzarim. Lor two 
months, since the start of the fruit season, they 
had been picking figs in full view of the sol¬ 
diers who comprise the vast bulk of the so- 
called ‘settlers’ of Netzarim. The little 
encampment which the Hajeen family had 
cobbled together was well known and pre¬ 
sented no threat. But that did not stop an Is¬ 
raeli tank crew from firing an air-burst shell 
containing 3,000 deadly, razor-sharp darts 
called ‘flechettes’ that tore them apart. This 
munition (it would be interesting to find out 
which Israeli ‘ally’ supplied them) is not actu¬ 
ally banned, but even Nato deems it unsuit¬ 
able for its own use. Israeli Defence Force 
spokespeople have defended the deployment 
of flechettes in the past by saying that they 


are only ever used against armed troops. 
Clearly just another routine lie. Why did the 
Hajeens die in such a horrible and meaning¬ 
less way? The resulting enquiry is unlikely to 
provide an answer. 

The context of the chief rabbi’s remarks was 
the forthcoming publication of his latest book 
The dignity of difference: how to avoid the 
clash of civilisations. Going back to the To¬ 
rah, Sacks cites the command repeated no less 
than 36 times that jews must not ill-treat “the 
stranger” (ie, the non-Israelite) or oppress him, 
“for you were strangers in the land of Egypt”. 
As he puts it, “‘You were exiled in order to 
know what it feels like to be an exile.’ I regard 
that as one of the core projects of a state that 
is true to the judaic principle.” 

Behind the biblical references, Sacks’s 
meaning is surely clear. That the “ill-treatment” 
and “oppression” of Palestinians by the Is¬ 
raeli state runs counter to the commands of 
god himself, that it is, therefore, morally unac¬ 
ceptable and unjustifiable. Quite how this sin 
is to be absolved in terms of a “core project” 
that is “true to the judaic principle” is left un¬ 
said, but it must surely encompass the vision 
of a peaceful and just settlement in which the 
Palestinian people are given the right to live 
as a nation in their own state. The logic seems 
pretty inescapable, but we can understand 
why the rabbi did not spell it out. 

The reaction to Sacks’s utterance, even 
more than his words themselves, tells us much. 
In a bitter leading article, The Daily Telegraph 
proclaims: “A nation engaged in a struggle 
for survival is likely to do many things that 
make outsiders uncomfortable; that does not 
make them wrong” (August 28). Hinting, dis¬ 
reputably, that the chief rabbi’s remarks were 
intended to give his book some free publicity, 
it goes on to say that, “Jews and gentiles alike 
may reasonably debate whether Dr Sacks 
meant to give comfort to Israel’s enemies ... 
When Israel has never been more embattled, 
when anti-semitism is again ubiquitous, and 
when British jews have never felt less secure, 
however, his own community might have ex¬ 
pected a more robust stance” (my emphasis). 

Evidently it is inappropriate for “outsiders” 
like us to criticise the deeds of the Israeli army, 
however vile those deeds may be. By doing 
so, we implicitly “give comfort” not only to 
“Israel’s enemies”, but again, implicitly, fos¬ 
ter an anti-semitism that is supposedly “ubiq¬ 
uitous”. 

Even if anti-semitism really were “ubiqui¬ 
tous”, which it patently is not, that old alibi 
simply will not wash. I would take issue with 
the AWL’s Cathy Nugent, who at Communist 
University 2002 maintained that the holocaust 
was a unique event in human history. Her 
approach shows a sad ignorance of history. 
Of course, the holocaust was in some sense 
“unique”: in the obscene banality of its bu¬ 
reaucratic/technocratic destruction of millions 
of human beings, in producing photographic 
and film images of unspeakable horror, in be¬ 
ing so well documented. But “unique” in a 
serious historical sense? If the ghostly voices 
of Auschwitz and Treblinka could speak to 
us now, would they not tell us that the 
sufferings of those who died in Sabra and 
Shatila - and, on a smaller scale, Netzarim - were 
their sufferings too? 

However guarded and tentative his state¬ 
ment may be, Dr Sacks (perhaps almost de¬ 
spite himself) is speaking with the heart and 
mind of a prophet, whose first and foremost 
task is to warn. If his words give courage to 
the many other jews across the world who 
want a just settlement, then that can only be 
a good thing. Without justice, there can be 
no peace. And justice demands that the Pal¬ 
estinians should have the nationhood and 
the state that is rightly theirs • 

Maurice Bernal 
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The programmes of ‘official communism’ were designed to 
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rather than its destruction. 

Jack Conrad also deals with the reformist programme of Peter 
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a revolutionary programme. 
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£1.00 


■ Towards a Socialist Alliance party 

The CPGB’s latest book argues for the Socialist Alliance to move 
to a higher organisational and political stage. Drawing on an 
extensive study of history, this work presents the ways and 
means of arriving at that end. 
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SOCIALIST ALLIANCE 

Essential shadings 


The AWL’s Mark Osborn: not the 
Socialist Alliance’s most avid fan 



Are there divisions in 
the Alliance for 
Workers’ Liberty over 
the Socialist Alliance or 
is it all just a question of 
“personalities and 
superficialities”? Mark 
Fischer attempts to dig 

below the surface 

\ 

\\ ^ 


M ark Osborn and Gerry Byrne of 
the Alliance for Workers' Lib¬ 
erty have featured recently in 
these pages pushing the idea that I and 
other comrades in the CPGB are essen¬ 
tially sectarian fantasists (Weekly Worker 
August 1, August 29). 

For our own nefarious purposes - a 
sneaky attempt to ferment, in the words 
of comrade Byme, “a hoped-for split” in 
the happy ranks of the AWL - we are 
accused of conjuring differences out of 
the ether. Concretely, our crime is that we 
have pointed to a manifest tension that 
exists between those who have a gener¬ 
ally more sympathetic attitude to the 
Socialist Alliance and the CPGB, on the 
one hand, and those mired in a dismiss¬ 
ive, even actively hostile attitude to the 
rest of the left, on the other. 

Oddly enough, AWLers blithely ad¬ 
mit to not having rigorously explored the 
“differences of emphasis and assess¬ 
ment” (Gerry Byme) that exist in their 
ranks. The organisation has not held a 
serious discussion of its SA perspec¬ 
tives. Comrade Sean Matgamna tells me 
that “as it happens, a, so far smallish, 
discussion on the S A has recently started 
in the AWL” (my emphasis, email, Sep¬ 
tember 2). 

In fact, the lines of demarcation we 
have pointed to - although still fuzzy - are 
real. Of course, by applying two categori¬ 
cal poles - the ‘economists’ and the ‘poli¬ 
ticians’ - to the shades of opinion, we 
probably assign a degree of purity and 
hardness to them that they do not yet 
have. In that sense, we are one step 
ahead of the inevitable unfolding of what 
exists. But that is all. 

I shall briefly run over the evidence we 
have presented for the divisions that are 
plain - it all seems to me pretty uncontro- 
versial. Then, more importantly, I want to 
start to discuss what this tells us about 
the culture of the AWL and how this 
contrasts with genuine democratic cen¬ 
tralism. 

First, are comrades Jill Mountford and 
Mark Osborn generally more hostile to 
the Socialist Alliance project? With ad¬ 
mirable candour, comrade Mountford 
describes herself as markedly “cooler” 
than other AWLers on the alliance. End 
of argument on that one, then. Comrade 
Osborn describes the SA as nothing 
more than an “SWP electoral front”, an 
organisation towards which he ex¬ 
presses deep antipathy (Weekly Worker 
July 18). 

In the comrade’s recent letter to this pa¬ 
per - while he generously conceded that 
“organisations can change” - he mostly 
took it upon himself to warn us against 
“wish-driven hopes” about the SA. He 
reminded us that the SWP leadership 
“are responsible for the SWP’s sterile, 
repressive internal regime ... and for the 
SWP’s continuing sectarian orientation 
to the labour movement”. Now, “just 
because the SWP have made a turn to 
the Socialist Alliance ... does not mean 
all this has changed” (Weekly Worker 
August 1). 

This, presumably, is precisely the sort 
of bunker mentality that comrades such 
as Pete Radcliff - a candidate for this 
“SWP electoral front” in last year’s gen¬ 
eral election - criticised at the AWL’s 
March conference as an “immediate hos¬ 
tility” to the SWP and all its works. He 
explicitly warned that “too many com¬ 
rades are too easily repelled by the 
SWP’ ’ - a narrow mindset, as ‘ Sve can now 
relate to SWP members, some of whom 
are sympathetic” to the AWL’s mes¬ 
sage. 

In the same debate, another comrade 
warned against a “culture of anti- 
SWPism”, after someone had baldly 
stated that “we cannot unite the left in 
the SA” and that the primary purpose of 


AWL engagement was to “break off sec¬ 
tions of the SWP” (Weekly Worker March 
14). Clearly, air important difference of em¬ 
phasis amongst the comrades. Is it too 
presumptuous of us to take an educated 
guess about which position comrade 
Osbom would have more sympathy for? 

It would also be interesting to learn 
what the comrade feels about Solidari¬ 
ty's self-definition as “a paper of the So¬ 
cialist Alliance”, which appears on its 
masthead every two weeks. If the SA is 
nothing other than just the latest cynical 
front by the vile sectarians of the SWP, 
how does he regard the regular mini-‘SA 
paper’ insert in Solidarity, which reports 
“unofficial news, debate and campaigns” 
of the SA in a partisan and engaged 
style? Is it simply a ploy to “break off 
sections of the SWP”? Is that how you 
view it, Mark? Is that how all AWLers 
view it? 

I doubt it. So surely it is worthwhile ex¬ 
ploring precisely why this organisation 
actually is in the S A? If it is nothing more 
than an “SWP electoral front”, then the 
AWL’s allegiance simply lends credibil¬ 
ity to an essentially disreputable project. 
Yet what are the AWL’s perspectives for 
the SA? Comrade Byme assures us that 
there are no “pro-SA party elements 
within the AWL” (Weekly Worker Au¬ 
gust 29). So do the majority believe that 
it is simply a site where AWLers can 
engage with and win “sections of the 
SWP”? Sean Matgamna appears to be¬ 
lieve so, as he criticised some AWL mem¬ 
bers at the March conference for not 
going “aggressively” after SWPers - af¬ 
ter all, “for the first time in decades it is 
possible to talk to them” ( Weekly Worker 
March 14). 

Unsurprisingly, AWLers express a 
range of attitudes towards the SA as a 
project. In his email to myself, Sean 
Matgamna tells us: “You observe that 
we are not all equally enthusiastic about 
the S A, or equally involved in it, or equally 
happy to be linked to the popular frontist 
SWP ... Truth. Matter of fact. No dis¬ 
pute!” (September 2). OK, we have iden¬ 
tified - from what we have seen and read 
- comrades Osborn and Mountford as 


more hostile than most. Perhaps this is 
incorrect. The comrades have the oppor¬ 
tunity to make their attitude dealer in the 
course of discussion. 

The omens are not good as far as com¬ 
rade Osbom is concerned, I fear. In the 
letter quoted above, he concludes his 
litany of SWP atrocities with the (indis¬ 
putable) observation that its involve¬ 
ment in the SA “doesn’t mean that all this 
has changed”. Of course, everything has 
not changed - but something has, hasn’t 
it? 

The adherence of the SWP to the SA 
made it a viable project. In SA ranks we 
now find the vast majority of the revolu¬ 
tionary left - excluding only the Socialist 
Party of the serious groups - united to 
contest elections. This revolutionary left 
has collectively debated the politics that 
informs its intervention in an open and 
democratic manner. It has - again demo¬ 
cratically - elected a leadership charged 
with fighting for these politics. This lead¬ 
ership meets and the different positions 
of the contending trends (ie, political 
currents that involve more than one of 
the constituent groups) are openly re¬ 
ported and criticised, primarily by the 
Weekly Worker. 

The logic of creating such a leadership 
and pooling resources for united actions 
bumps up against the cramped limits the 
SWP has tried to impose. There is ongo¬ 
ing debate about forming a working class 
party, what sort of party that should be, 
its relationship to Labour, the need for a 
common newspaper, the open expression 
of differences in its pages and so on. In 
a parallel development in Scotland, the 
SWP has actually entered the Scottish 
Socialist Party as a permanent faction - 
with all the contradictions that implies for 
the group’s oft-stated hostility to 
‘factionalism’. 

The notion that the SWP - as the main 
active agent in this sea change on the 
British left - is simply the same politically 
as it was 10 years ago when it was giv¬ 
ing Mark Osbom a kicking is just non¬ 
sense. The organisation could end up 
worse, of course. It will not be the same, 
however. 


Comrade Osbom is determined to keep 
the SWP trapped in a template of ‘sec¬ 
tarian monstrosity’. Our more positive 
attitude has nothing to do with “wish- 
driven hopes”. Of course, the SA project 
could end in grief. It almost certainly will 
without a positive and whole-hearted 
engagement by the healthier forces of the 
left. This active approach guides our 
whole work. In contrast, comrade Osbom 
seems to radiate a passive sectarian 
haughtiness. 

To varying degrees, this attitude clearly 
infects wider swathes of the AWL. Gerry 
Byme - giving a cost-benefits analysis 
of the CPGB and AWL uniting to pro¬ 
duce an unofficial SA paper - writes that 
die CPGB “already have all their eggs in 
the SA basket; we’re involved in lots of 
other work which could be disrupted by 
the change” (Weekly Worker August 29). 
This is precisely the problem. For the 
AWL, the S A is simply one arena of work 
alongside its student work, its trade un¬ 
ions, its anti-war work. etc. In this way, 
they replicate die work practices of the 
sects, of course. 

So there is a marked lack of engage¬ 
ment by the bulk of the AWL in S A work. 
Essentially, it seems to be viewed as part 
of the AWL's ongoing turf war with the 
SWP for many. For others, it is perhaps 
more. 

Next, the allegation that this sort of in¬ 
formed speculation is nodiing but a petty 
“concentration on personalities and 
superficialities” (Mark Osbom Weekly 
Worker August 1). On the contrary, for 
us taking seriously what individual com¬ 
rades in organisations like the AWL think 
and say means that we take seriously the 
category of working class politician. 
Not as an ego-massage for members of 
small groups, but in the same spirit that 
Lenin replied to comrades who com¬ 
plained about his ruthless openness: “... 
there can be no mass party, no party of 
the class, without/«// clarity of essential 
shadings, widiout an open struggle be¬ 
tween the various tendencies, without 
informing the masses as to which lead¬ 
ers are pursuing this or that line. With¬ 
out this, a party worthy of the name 


cannot be built ...” (my emphasis, VI 
Lenin CWVol 13, Moscow 1977, pl59). 

In contrast, comrade Matgamna writes 
that “these implicit differences of ap¬ 
proach [in the AWL towards the SA], it 
is tme, may at a later stage become im¬ 
portant: it is one of the characteristics of 
the sectarian pedant in politics that he 
tries to anticipate such possible future 
differences in a pre-emptive, artificial, and 
usually destructive way” (email, Septem¬ 
ber 2). 

Of course, we do not stand for “de¬ 
structive” debates between ‘artificially’ 
counterposed positions. However, we 
suggest that what so far has maintained 
tlie AWL’s fragile unity on this central 
question is the fact that it has not been 
properly addressed. What we advocate 
is that the “essential shadings” in the 
AWL on this - the concrete manifesta¬ 
tion of the patty question in Britain to¬ 
day - are explored in serious open debate 
which allows “the masses” to see which 
leaders are “pursuing this or that line”. 

We believe it is an aspect of genuine 
democratic centralism that an organisa¬ 
tion - and its leadership in particular - 
should display a degree of energy in 
going after ideas, in exposing what is 
backward both in its own ranks and out¬ 
side them. While such ideas may not 
have solidified into hard, discemable fac¬ 
tions, their existence - even in half-devel- 
oped form - is important. This is why 
Martov commented that the editors of 
Iskra - a paper with a rather honourable 
pedigree in our common tradition - 
“strove to make sure that ‘all that is ri¬ 
diculous’ appeal's in ‘a ridiculous form’” 
and to “expose ‘the very embryo of a 
reactionary idea hidden behind a revo¬ 
lutionary phrase’” (my emphasis - cited 
in M Liebman Leninism under Lenin 
Lxmdon 1985, p29). 

To reiterate, comrade Matgamna is 
correct. A sense of balance and common 
sense needs to be maintained. Comrades 
know that not every meeting of CPGBers 
is a polemic gore-fest, with participants 
taking turns to jump to their feet de¬ 
nouncing the person next to them in a 
sort of foam-flecked Mexican wave. How¬ 
ever, it is a characteristic of our group that 
we do take our own differences seriously 
and, when we discern one judged poten¬ 
tially important, we take time and expend 
effort to open it up (see our recent dis¬ 
cussion on democratic centralism, for ex¬ 
ample). 

In a different political context, Sean 
Matgamna made the same essential point 
himself at the time of the fuel protests in 
2000. A sharp division had arisen in the 
ranks of the AWL over this question, 
with a section of the leadership around 
Mark Osbom essentially tailing the petty 
and small bourgeois elements who were 
blockading oil depots, etc. Justifying why 
he was “not ‘letting it go’”, comrade 
Matgamna wrote that “other things be¬ 
ing equal, it might be better to let the 
nonsense at the national committee go - 
to regard it as inconsequential chicken 
shit - and move on”. This would be 
wrong, as “there is a limit to the quantity 
of apolitical chicken shit that can be al¬ 
lowed to accumulate in the central politi¬ 
cal machinery of the AWL before the 
machinery becomes ... clogged up”. In¬ 
deed, without such a sorting out, “this 
could be an NC waiting for the ‘issue’ that 
will blow it apart” (email, December 29 
2000 ). 

Thus, comrade Byme may be correct 
that what exists at present in the AWL 
are “differences of emphasis and assess¬ 
ment” over the SA. But, as our common 
history should teach us, differences of 
emphasis - as was the case between the 
‘hard’ and ‘soft’ Iskraists, for example - 
can anticipate rather more dramatically 
opposed positions • 



Weekly Worker 446 September 5 2002 


11 


DEBATE 


Peacefully if we can 


U nfortunately the desire on the part of 
some comrades to portray themselves 
as the upholders of revolutionary pu¬ 
rity seems to have got the better of them. 

That is certainly the case with David Moran, 
who damned anybody who so much as ex¬ 
presses the desire for a “bloodless revolution” 
as having “the rank illusions of Kautskianism 
and treacherous social democracy” ( Weekly 
Worker August 22). With all the certainty - and 
all the folly - of a religious zealot, comrade 
Moran informs us: “There is no possibility of 
such a revolution. The struggle between capi¬ 
tal and labour, bourgeois and proletarian, ... 
inscribes upon its banners the dictum: ‘Battle 
or death; bloody struggle or extinction’.” 

This outburst was of course provoked by 
the adoption by a large majority at a CPGB 
members' aggregate earlier this year of an 
amended version of the ‘What we fight for’ 
column, which appears in every issue of the 
Weekly Worker. The relevant passage reads: 
“Socialism can never come through parlia¬ 
ment. The capitalist class will never willingly 
allow their wealth and power to be taken away 
through a parliamentary vote. They will resist, 
using every means at their disposal. Commu¬ 
nists favour using parliament and winning the 
biggest possible working class representation. 
But workers must be readied to make revolu¬ 
tion - peacefully if we can, forcibly if we must” 
The notion that communists and revolution¬ 
ary socialists - while encouraging the work¬ 
ing class to arm itself with the most advanced 
weaponry possible - would actually prefer a 
non-violent revolution is hardly a new one. 
The phrase to which comrade Moran takes 
such exception - “peacefully if we can, forci¬ 
bly if we must” - originates, as he knows, with 
the left , physical-force, wing of the Chartists. 
Comrade Moran is also aware that Karl Marx 
himself considered that the working class in 
Britain, having elected a Chartist majority, 
would be able to take power with little resist¬ 
ance, owing to the lack of any standing army 
or centralised ‘body of armed men’ in the 19th 
century. A peaceful revolution might also be 
possible in America, he ventured. 

Comrade Moran (correctly) points out that 
things are very different today. The bourgeoi¬ 
sie everywhere has ensured that its state is 
armed to the teeth and the ruling class would 
not hesitate to simply ignore, dissolve or oth¬ 
erwise dispose of a socialist majority in par¬ 
liament. So does that mean that the armed 
forces of capitalism will inevitably have to be 
taken on in a full-scale civil war? 

Strangely, VI Lenin did not think such an 
eventuality was inevitable. As Marcel Lieb- 
man notes, in the spring of 1917 “Lenin re¬ 
mained faithful to the tactic that he had 
advocated ever since his return to Russia. 
Based on the conception of a peaceful pass¬ 
ing of power to the soviets, it was summed 
up in three points which Lenin repeatedly 
stressed: (1) the need to win a majority; (2) the 
need to persuade and explain; and (3) renun¬ 
ciation of violent methods” (original empha¬ 
sis, M Liebman Leninism under Lenin 
London 1985, pl66). 

What? Lenin was for the “renunciation of 
violent methods"? Specifically in Russia, from 
March to July 1917, yes, he was. Why was 
this? Although after the February revolution 
there was dual power, the Socialist Revolu- 
tionary-Menshevik-dominated soviets were 
in effect handing power back to the capital¬ 
ists, landlords and generals, collectively rep¬ 
resented by the provisional government. The 
provisional government refused to give the 
land to the peasants, call elections for a con¬ 
stituent assembly or announce an immediate 
end to the war. hi effect this government was 
carrying on with the same policies as tsarism. 
Yet almost evetywhere, including in the army, 
the soviets had the real power - if only they 
could be won to wield it. 

That is why Lenin aimed, through peaceful 
persuasion, to win a majority of working peo¬ 
ple, a majority of the soviets, to the idea of 
taking power and dispensing with the provi¬ 
sional government. Thus Lenin wrote: “We 
have not only not been guilty, directly or indi¬ 


rectly, of any threats of violence against indi¬ 
viduals, but, on the contrary, we have always 
maintained that our task is to explain our views 
to all the people” ( Pravda April 15 1917). 

In the words of Liebman, “On a number of 
occasions he emphasised that it was not for 
the revolutionary proletariat to take the initia¬ 
tive in violence” (pl67). For example: “Our 
Party will preach abstention front violence ... 
as long as the capitalists have not started 
using violence against the Soviets of Work¬ 
ers’ , Soldiers', Peasants’, Agricultural Labour¬ 
ers’ and other Deputies” (VI Lenin CM 7 Vo 124, 
Moscow 1964, pl63). Sounds a bit like “peace¬ 
fully if we can”, doesn’t it? 

However, by July, Lenin had been forced 
to rethink. The central committees of the 
Mensheviks and Socialist Revolutionaries had 
in May substituted active participation within 
the provisional government for loyal support 
from the outside. In July Kerensky launched 
a full-scale assault on the Bolsheviks, forcing 
Lenin to go into hiding. For a time the Bolshe¬ 
viks were unable to operate openly, let alone 
win over the soviets through persuasion. 

Liebman writes: “Did not this collaboration 
within the same government between the lib¬ 
eral bourgeoisie and the patties that held the 
majority in the soviets rule out the prospect 
of a gradual transfer of power to the soviets 
specifically ?” (original emphasis, pi69). 

On July 10 Lenin asserted: “All hopes for a 
peaceful development of the Russian Revo¬ 
lution have vanished for good. This is the 
objective situation: either complete victory for 
the military dictatorship, or victory for the 
workers’ armed uprising” (VI Lenin CWVol 25, 
Moscow 1964, pl77). Note, however, that 
Lenin did not renounce his previous tactic as 
having been incorrect. 

Surely the lesson from all this is that the 
extent to which a working class revolution can 
be peaceful depends entirely upon the balance 
of class forces, hi other words, it is not neces¬ 
sarily how much violence we actually deploy 
that counts, but how much potential violence 
we have at our disposal. Comrade Moran 
comes close to grasping this point when he 
writes of “favourable circumstances (say, the 
revolution breaks out here after the seizure of 
power in one, or more, of the other European 
nations - France and/or Germany, for exam¬ 
ple)”. Yet all he is prepared to concede is that 
the “resistance of the bourgeoisie" would be 
“greatly reduced". Just why is it impossible 
for them to be faced with a power that is so 
overwhelming that they will not be able to 
resist effectively at all? 

And why were the conditions of Petrograd 
in 1917 “entirely unique"? Why on earth can 
we never again expect to see such a complete 
collapse of a regime? Perhaps comrade Moran 
should go the whole hog and state that we 
will never again see a revolutionary situation. 
After all, it is surely a question of degree: the 
degree to which the ruling class is divided and 
can no longer rule in the old way; the degree 
to which the workers refuse to be ruled in the 
old way. The more intense the revolutionary 
situation, the more complete workers' unity, 
the more total the collapse of the old order. 

The fact that in the modem era the bour¬ 
geois state has equipped itself with the most 
devastating weaponry and accrued to itself 
the most sophisticated means of communica¬ 
tion, intelligence and propaganda is actually 
a secondary question if we view the matter 
within the overall historical context of the de¬ 
velopment of capitalism. 

As capital expands, so too does its grave¬ 
digger, the international proletariat. Today the 
world’s working class is huge, while the bour¬ 
geoisie is tiny. Individual capitalists have 
more and more been replaced by faceless 
managers of conglomerates and pension 
funds. What is more, the system of capital is 
in decline. Its crises are more prolonged and 
more far-reaching, its concessions more fun¬ 
damental and designed to put off socialism 
by anticipating socialism. Objectively capi¬ 
tal is less powerful today in opposition to its 
main adversary, and consequently the pros¬ 
pects for peaceful revolution more likely. 


than in the 19th century. 

As in Lenin’s day, what counts is the win¬ 
ning over of the millions. The bourgeoisie’s 
state, army, police, judiciary and media all de¬ 
pend for their effective operation and legiti¬ 
macy on their acceptance by the population - 
which is overwhelmingly working class. Capi¬ 
talism’s historical tendencies have shifted the 
objective balance in our favour. 

What about the “dictatorship of the prole¬ 
tariat”? Is it the full flowering and victory of 
democracy or its negation? Comrade Moran 
writes: “... the proletarian dictatorship is the 
abolition of democracy for the exploiters, and 
the destruction of bourgeois democracy as a 
whole ... even formal democratic rights are de¬ 
nied the bourgeoisie ...” 

This betrays a misunderstanding of the 
nature of so-called "bourgeois democracy” 
which is so common on the left. It is as though 
the capitalist class has been the main fighter 
for democratic rights. As though the bour¬ 
geoisie, out of the goodness of its heart, has 
insisted on bestowing upon society the right 
to vote, free speech, free assembly, the right 
to strike, etc. Each of these, without exception, 
has been fought for and won by the working 
class - the only genuinely democratic class. 
Taken together, these gains represent "bour¬ 
geois democracy as a whole”, yet it seems that 
comrade Moran wishes to destroy them. 

It is true that proletarian democracy, with 
its abolition of privilege, its accountability and 
recallability, will take us to a qualitatively higher 
plane. But it will not involve the “destruction 
of bourgeois democracy as a whole”, which 
the working class has won over more than 150 
years of bitter struggle. Neither will we set out 
in advance to deny constitutionally estab¬ 
lished democratic rights to any section of so¬ 
ciety - including the tiny minority of former 
capitalists. Our method is not the anarchist 
one of abolishing democracy, but that of ex¬ 
tending. deepening and giving substance to 
existing gains and achieving yet more gains 
through the power of the mass movement and 
the pulse of self-liberation. 

It may be that we will be forced in unfavour¬ 
able circumstances to adopt emergency meas¬ 
ures, but these would be viewed as a 
necessary evil, not something to be revelled 
in. However, in general, we have nothing to 
fear from, for example, the propagation of re¬ 
actionary ideas. In fact, in principle it is desir¬ 
able to have such ideas out in the open, where 
they can be more easily combated and de¬ 
feated. 

In truth comrade Moran’s approach is at 
odds with the Marxist method. His insistence 
that never again could circumstances arise 
where the bourgeoisie will be unable to forci¬ 
bly resist the taking of power by the proletariat 
amounts to no more than unscientific dogma. 
Worse, he fails to recognise that there is a 
connection between the kind of future we 
achieve and the way we fight for it. If we posi¬ 
tively relish “terroristic methods" and the sup¬ 
pression of rights and liberties such as 
freedom of speech, assembly, etc, the attain¬ 
ment of human emancipation becomes all the 
more problematic. 

Communists seek to socialise capital by 
progressively taking it into the hands of the 
associated producers. But there is every rea¬ 
son for us to strive to win over as wide a sec¬ 
tion of the capitalists and upper middle class 
as possible - managers, administrators and ex¬ 
perts of all kinds. One of the reasons we can 
do this is our commitment to, and champion¬ 
ing of, democracy. 

However, in order to achieve our aim of a 
revolution that involves the least possible loss 
of life we must be prepared for the worse. We 
will continue to warn the proletariat that “the 
capitalist class will never willingly allow their 
wealth and power to be taken away”, and that 
in consequence “workers must be readied to 
make revolution” - and to use, if necessity 
dictates, the most ruthless violence. 

The more our class is so aimed - both ideo¬ 
logically and physically - the more possible 
will be a “bloodless revolution” • 

Peter Manson 


What we 
fight for 

■Our central aim is the organisation of all communists, revo¬ 
lutionary socialists and politically advanced workers into a 
Communist Party. Without such a party the working class is 
nothing; with it everything. 

■ The Provisional Central Committee organises members 
of the Communist Party, but there exists no real Commu¬ 
nist Party today. There are many leftwing ‘parties’, but in 
reality most are mere confessional sects. Those who disa¬ 
gree with the prescribed ‘line’ are expected to gag them¬ 
selves in public. Either that or face expulsion. 

Communists operate according to the principles of demo¬ 
cratic centralism. Through the fullest, most open debate we 
seek to achieve unity in action and a common world out¬ 
look. As long as they support democratically agreed actions, 
members have the right to form temporary or permanent 
factions. 

■ Communists are committed to building the Socialist Alli¬ 
ance in England and Wales and the Scottish Socialist Party 
into a single revolutionary party. Communists advocate the 
principle, ‘One state, one party’. We oppose every manifes¬ 
tation of sectionalism. 

Communists are internationalists. It is an internationalist 
duty to fight for revolution against the existing state. To the 
extent that the European Union becomes a state, then that 
necessitates EU-wide trade unions, a Socialist Alliance of 
the EU and a Communist Party of the EU. 

The working class must be organised globally. Without a 
global Communist Party, a Communist International, the 
struggle against capital is weakened and lacks coordina¬ 
tion. 

Communists have no interest apart from the working class 
as a whole. They differ only in recognising the importance 
of Marxism as a guide to practice. That theory is no dogma, 
but must be constantly added to and enriched. 

■ Capitalism in its ceaseless search for profit puts the fu¬ 
ture of humanity at risk. Capitalism is synonymous with pol¬ 
lution, exploitation, crisis and war. As a global system 
capitalism can only be superseded globally. All forms of 
nationalist ‘socialism’ are reactionary and anti-working 
class. 

Socialism can never come through parliament. The capi¬ 
talist class will never willingly allow their wealth and power 
to be taken away through a parliamentary vote. They will 
resist, using every means at their disposal. Communists fa¬ 
vour using parliament and winning the biggest possible 
working class representation. But workers must be read¬ 
ied to make revolution - peacefully if we can, forcibly if we 
must 

■ We will use the most militant methods objective circum¬ 
stances allow to achieve a federal republic of England, Scot¬ 
land and Wales, a federal Ireland and a United States of 
Europe. 

■ Communists fight for extreme democracy in all spheres 
of society. Democracy must be given a social content. 

■ Communists favour industrial unions. Bureaucracy and 
class compromise must be fought and the trade unions trans¬ 
formed into schools for communism. 

■ Communists are champions of the oppressed. Women’s 
oppression, combating racism and chauvinism, and the strug¬ 
gle for peace and ecological sustainability are just as much 
working class questions as pay, trade union rights and de¬ 
mands for high-quality health, housing and education. 

Socialism represents victory in the battle for democracy. 
It is the rule of the working class. Socialism is either demo¬ 
cratic or, as with Stalin’s Soviet Union, it turns into its oppo¬ 
site. 

Socialism is the first stage of the worldwide transition to 
communism - a system which knows neither exploitation of 
person by person, nor wars, classes, countries or nations. 
Communism is general freedom and the real beginning of 
human history. 

a All who accept these principles are urged to join the Com¬ 
munist Party. 
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Take 

advantage of 
imperialist 
divisions 


SA must take lead in 
anti-war movement 



E ver since the infamous events of 
September 11 2001 the prospect of 
a US attack on Iraq has been the 
subject of constant media speculation. 
Of course, Afghanistan was the first to 
experience the full impact of George W 
Bush’s ‘war on terror’. But the ‘axis of 
evil’ - Iran, Iraq and North Korea - are also 
firmly fixed in American crosshairs. How¬ 
ever, almost a year on, the future conduct 
of the ‘war on terror’ has suddenly be¬ 
come the cause of much debate between 
the two wings of the US administration, 
within the Republican Party and amongst 
the various imperialist powers. 

On the one side we have what is widely 
dubbed the hawk faction. US vice-presi¬ 
dent Dick Cheney and defence secretary 
Donald Rumsfeld are its leading spokes¬ 
persons. It was Cheney who ignited de¬ 
bate with a recent speech that was widely 
seen as heralding an imminent attack. 
Invoking the spectre of a nuke-wielding 
Iraq he spoke of his conviction that “Sad¬ 
dam will acquire nuclear weapons fairly 
soon”. A subtle shift of the goal posts. 
Early attempts to link Saddam Hussein’s 
regime directly to September 11 missed 
their mark - for no other reason than a lack 
of any proof. Despite a recent poll for 
USA Today , where 86% agreed that Iraq 
is giving support to ‘terrorist organisa¬ 
tions looking to attack America’, such 
claims are now heard less frequently from 
official White House sources. As Time 
pointed out, “The al Qa’eda connection 
looks too tenuous now to justify war with 
Iraq” (September 2). 

As the reader may well expect, 
Cheney’s speech was an exercise in 
vagueness. Plenty of assertion and high- 
flown rhetoric backed up by little sub¬ 
stance. However, that was not what was 
new or especially controversial. In it, he 
rubbished the notion that UN weapons 
inspections in Iraq would make any dif¬ 
ference: “A return of inspectors would 
provide no assurance whatsoever of 
[Saddam’s] compliance with UN resolu¬ 
tions.” This view is noticeably at odds 
with the that of so-called ‘doves’ like 
Colin Powell, who argue for the resump¬ 
tion of weapons inspections as a “first 
step” towards dealing with Hussein. 

The role of the UN security council is 
another central bone of contention be¬ 
tween the two sides of the debate. One 
side feels that naked US aggression 
should be concealed behind the veneer 
of the dubious respectability offered by 
the UN security council. Such a cover¬ 
ing would help bring reluctant allies into 
line and also, reason the ‘doves’, make it 
easier to win the hearts and minds of the 
masses. James Baker spelled out the ben¬ 
efits thus: “We will occupy the moral high 
ground and put the burden of support¬ 
ing an outlaw regime and proliferation of 
weapons of mass destruction on any 
countries that vote ‘no’” (New York 
Times August 25). 

This has some basis. The blessing of 
the UN security council is viewed as cru¬ 


cial by many European leaders - espe¬ 
cially those with a sceptical domestic au¬ 
dience to please. Tony Blah' stated in a 
press conference on September 3 that 
“the UN has to be the route to deal with 
the problem, not a way of avoiding the 
problem”. 

Another line in the sand between 
‘hawks’ and ‘doves’ is over the impor¬ 
tance or otherwise of coalition for the US. 
As far as the hardliners are concerned, 
unilateral action, though it may not be de¬ 
sirable, is quite acceptable - an argument 
articulated by defence secretary 
Rumsfeld himself: “It is less important to 
have unanimity than it is to be making 
the right decisions and doing the right 
thing” (Washington Post August 28). 
Provide strong, Churchillian, leadership 
and the flock will meekly follow. Do oth¬ 
erwise and you are guilty of appeasing a 
Hitler-like tyrant. 

While America has sufficient firepower 
to crush Iraq on its own, there are con¬ 
straints imposed by global Realpolitik. 
Most serious, from both a logistical and 
political point of view, is the absence of 
support from any country in the Middle 
East. Israel has strongly argued for an in¬ 
vasion of Iraq. But, given Israel’s extreme 
unpopularity among the Arab masses, 
such support is something of a poisoned 
chalice. Egyptian president Hosni 
Mubarak voiced the fear commonly held 
by the Middle East’s corrupt and auto¬ 
cratic ruling elites of “chaos happening 
in the region” in the event of a US attack 
- chaos which they fear would sweep 
them from power. Similar concerns have 
led to a refusal on the part of Saudi Ara¬ 
bia and Jordan to be associated with the 
US over Iraq. 

The story is much the same in Europe. 
Both candidates for German chancellor 
are hostile, with opposition to war being 
a central plank of Gerhard Schroder’s 
campaign. Jacques Chirac echoed Powell 
in arguing that any use of force must be 
sanctioned by the UN security council. 
However, these noises from core Euro¬ 
pean Union countries will be a second¬ 
ary cause for concern for American 
policy-makers compared to the rumb¬ 
lings of discontent coming from Britain. 
Recent opinion polls have been lukewarm 
at best. And the Labour Party is divided. 
Around 140 MPs have supported an 
early day motion opposing an attack on 
Iraq and there are clear differences in the 
cabinet. However, the leaders of both 
Labour and the Tories are steadfast in 
their support for a Desert Storm II. Iain 
Duncan Smith and Tony Blair are united 
in their determination to align themselves 
as closely as possible to US super-impe¬ 
rialist power. 

When those above are divided those 
below find their opportunity. A US war 
against Iraq which proceeds without 
sanction from the UN security council 
could split the Labour Party and even 
leave Blair with a 1931 Ramsey 
MacDonald choice. 


All out for September 28 


The Socialist Alliance must push itself 
to the fore as the most consistent oppo¬ 
nent of imperialist war. The September 28 
demonstration promises to be huge. We 


must provide leadership to the potentially 
massive opposition to war on Iraq and 
recruit, recmit, recruit - never has the lack 
of a Socialist Alliance political paper been 


so keenly felt. The voice of principled 
internationalism must be loud, clear ... 
and organised • 

James Mallory 
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